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GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE 
JE 1191/1 No. 1 

EGYPTIAN ABROGATION OF THE 1954 SUEZ BASE AGREEMENT 

( 1 ) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received January 7) 

(No. 5 S. Confidential) New York, 

January 4, 1957. 

The Secretary-General sent me last night a letter, enclosing one to him from 
the Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, saying that he was transmitting this copy 
for my information. The enclosure reads as follows: 

New York, January 2, 1957. 

Your Excellency, 

I have the honour to inform you that, 1st January, 1957, the following 
decree was issued by the President of the Republic of Egypt: 

“ In the name of the nation; 

“ The President of the Republic; 

“ Having considered the agreement concluded between the 
Government of the Republic of Egypt and the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, signed in Cairo on 
October 19, 1954; 

“ and having considered the United Nations Resolutions adopted on 
November 2, 4, and 7, 1956, in connexion with the Anglo-French-Israeli 
aggression on Egyptian territory; 

“ and upon the recommendation of the Egyptian State Council; 

“ and in view of the fact that the said aggression must be considered 
as a violation of the afore-mentioned agreement; 

“ and upon consideration of the views submitted to us by the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs; 

“ It has been decreed, 

“ Article I ; It has been established that the Government of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, by plotting the 
aggression, and by actually launching aggression against Egyptian territory 
jointly with French and Israeli forces, and by attempting to invade the 
Suez Canal Zone on and after October 31, 1956, have acted as if the 
Agreement they concluded with the Government of the Republic of Egypt 
did not exist. It has also been established that the Agreement has b^een 
terminated as a result and from the date of the beginning of the said 
aggression. 

""Article 2; In consequence. Decree No. 639 of 1954, establishing 
consent to the said agreement, the annexes thereto, letters exchanged and 
minutes agreed upon, is therefore annulled. The decree of the Council of 
Ministers issued on November 24, 1954, announcing the conclusion of the 
said agreement and the annexes thereto is also annulled. 

“ Article 3; The Ministers are to enforce this decree, each in the part 
he is concerned with.” 

Please accept, your Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration. 

(Signed) M. FAWZI. 
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2. The Secretary-General had mentioned to me yesterday afternoon that he 
had received this letter from Dr. Fawzi and, on asking why it had been sent, had 
been told that the Egyptians felt that they should notify him since the 1954 
agreement was registered with the United Nations. When I saw the Secretary- 
General to-day, however, after seeing the text of Dr. Fawzi’s letter, which is not in a 
form referring to the registration of the treaty, I told Mr. Hammarskjold that this 
seemed an irregular procedure. Despite his assurances, the Egyptians might take 
it that, by this means they had notified us of their abrogation of the treaty. We 
did not regard this abrogation as valid and would anyhow exj^ct notification 
to be made through the Protecting Power. In the circumstances, it might well be 
that I should be instructed by you to return the Secretary-General’s letter to him. 
Hammarskjold said that he was fully aware that it would be improper to use him as 
a channel and emphasised that he had only sent us a copy of Dr. Fawzi’s letter 
informally for our information. In the circumstances, however, he suggested and 
I agreed that we should destroy his covering letter and regard the matter as closed. 


JE 1192/11 (2) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received June 27) 

(No. 1204. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) June 26, 1957. 

My telegram No. 5 Saving: Egyptian Abrogation of the 1954 Base Agreement. 

Mr. Stavropoulos, the United Nations legal counsel, told a member of my staff 
this morning that the Secretary-General had received from the Egyptian delegation, 
for registration under Article 2 of the regulations regarding registration of treaties, 
a certified statement that the Suez Canal Base Agreement of 1954 “ was terminated 
on the 31st of October, 1956, by the decree of the Government of Egypt of the 
1st of January, 1957”. 

2. The Secretariat are aware that we do not accept the validity of the Egyptian 
denunciation of the agreement. Nevertheless, in accordance with their practice and 
the principles enunciated in paragraph 6 of the preface to the monthly statement 
of treaties registered, they say that they have no alternative but to register the 
Egyptian statement and cannot cancel a registration once made. Their position is 
that registration is effected by the act of the member State concerned and not by 
the Secretariat, and the Secretariat have no authority to examine the validity of the 
transaction submitted for registration. They are, however, prepared to register a 
United Kingdom counter-statement certifying to C.R.E. continuance in force of the 
agreement. Stavropoulos pointed out that there was a precedent for the registration 
of a statement and counter-statement in similar circumstances in the case of the 
Inter-Dominion Agreement of May 4, 1948, between India and Pakistan on the 
canal water dispute between East and West Punjab: see United Nations Treaty 
series, vol. 54, page 45, and vol. 85, page 356. 

3. The Egyptian certified statement will be listed in the monthly statement of 
treaties registered during June. If you wish me to do so, I will try to secure the 
inclusion of a counter-statement alongside the Egyptian statement, but for this 
purpose it will be necessary for me to have instructions on the terms of the counter¬ 
statement not later than mid-day on Friday, June 28. 
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JE 1463/13 No. 2 

EGYPTIAN ECONOMIC LEGISLATION 

CREATION DE L’ORGANISME ECONOMIQUE 

LOI No. 20 DE 1957 

Relative a L 'Organisme Economique 

(Journal Officiel No. 5 bis “ .4 ” du 14 Janvier 1957) 

Au Nom de la Nation, 

Le President de la Republique, 

Vu les articles 7, 8, 9, et 10 de la Constitution. 

Vu la loi No. 26 de 1954 edictant certaines dispositions relatives aux societes 
anonymes, aux societes en commandite par actions et aux societes a responsabilites 
limitees et les lois qui I’ont modifi^. 

Le Conseil d’Etat entendu: 

Promulgue la Loi suivante 


Article 1" 

II est cree un organisme public denomme ” Organisme Economique ” ayant une 
personnalite morale independante et rattache a la Presidence de la Republique. 

.Article 2 

Le capital de I’Organisme est constitue par: — 

(a) Les parts du Gouvernement dans les capitaux des societes anonymes; 

(b) Les capitaux des entreprises publiques dont I’objet est I’exercice d’une 

activite commerciale, industrielle, agricole ou fonciere, et qui seront 
designes par decret du President de la Republique. 

L’augmentation du capital pourra etre decidee par decret du President de la 
Republique. 

Article 3 

L’actif qui sera ajoute au capital de I’Organisme conformement a Particle 
precedent sera evalue par une commission constitu^ par decret du President de la 
Republique. 

Le capital sera fixe par decret du President de la Republique; ce decret .sera 
public au Journal Officiel. 

Article 4 

L’Organisme a pour but de: — 

(a) developper I’economie nationale au moyen de I’activite commerciale, 

industrielle, agricole et financiere; 

(b) etablir une politique d’investissement des fonds de I’Organisme et les diriger 

dans les entreprises citees a Particle 2; 

(c) orienter et surveiller aux lieu place du Gouvernement, les autres entreprises 

publiques qui seront determinees par decret du President de la 
Republique, et ce pour assurer les interets de Peconomie nationale et 
etablir un programme de nature a organiser la collaboration 
du Governement avec les entreprises publiques et privees dans cette 
activite. 


Article 5 

L’Organisme prendra les diverses mesures necessaires a la realisation de ses 
objectifs et lus specialement: — 

(a) la constitution de societes ou entreprises commerciales, financieres, 
industrielles, agricoles ou foncieres; 
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(b) I’augmentation ou la diminution de ses capitaux investis dans les projets 

dans lesquels il contribue et ce sans prejudice des droits et garanties 
acquis conformement aux lois; 

(c) I’acquisition des actions et obligations des societes par voie d’achat ou de 

souscription; 

id) la conclusion d’emprunts avec le Gouvernement, les banques, les 
gouvernements ou organisations etrangers, ou les organisations 
internationales et remission d’obligations en Egypte ou a I’etranger pour 
obtenir les fonds qui sont necessaires a ses activites. 

Les conditions des prets et de remission des obligations seront fix^s par decret 
du President de la Republique. 


Article 6 

L’Organisme pourra a lui seul constituer des societes anonymes sans le concours 
d’autres fondateurs. 

La negociation des actions de ces societes pourra se faire des la Constitution de 
celle-ci. 


Article 7 

L’Organisme Economique sera represente dans les conseils d’administration des 
societes dans lesquelles il aura une part de capital. 

Le nombre des representants de I’Organisme au sein du Conseil d'administration 
sera fixe dans une proportion non inferieure a celle de sa part dans le capital. Dans 
tous les cas, I’Organisme aura au moins un representant au sein du Conseil 
d’administration des societes dans lesquelles sa part de capital n’est pas inferieure a 
5 pour cent. 

Les representants de I’Organisme au Conseil d’administration auront les memes 
pouvoirs et les memes droits que les autres membres du Conseil d’administration; ils 
presenteront au Conseil d’administration et a I’assemblee generale les propositions 
et les recommandations se rattachant a la direction des affaires de la societe. 

Article 8 

Les representants de I’Organisme aux Conseils d’administration et aux 
assemblees generales des societes devront communiquer au president du Conseil 
d’administration de I’Organisme les decisions prises par les Conseils d’administration 
et les assemblees generales, dans le trois jours de la date. 

Article 9 

Si la part de I’Organisme dans le capital d’une societe excMe les 25 pour cent, 
le president du Conseil d’administration de I’Organisme aura le droit de demander 
la revision de toute decision prise par le Conseil d’administration ou I’assemblee 
generale dans le delai d’une semaine a partir de la date a laquelle la decision lui a 
^te communiquee, a defaut de quoi la decision sera executee. 

S’il oppose a la decision, celle-ci ne sera executee que si le Conseil 
d’administration ou I’assemblee generale, suivant les cas, I’approuve a la majorite 
des deux tiers au moins des voix. 


Article 10 

Les representants de I’Organisme Economique ne pourront participer a 
I’Assembl^ Generale, a I’election des membres du Conseil d’administration qui 
representent le capital priv^. 


Article II 

Les representants de I’Organisme Economique dans les Conseils d’administra¬ 
tion des societes ne sont pas tenu de presenter des actions en garantie de leur mandat. 

Article 12 

Les montants dus aux delegues de I’Organisme Economique dans les Conseils 
d’administration a n’importe quel titre que ce soit, reviennent a I’Organisme. 

L’Organisme fixera les traitements et indemnites qui seront verses par sa caisse 
h ces delegues. 
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Article 13 

La nomination du president du Conseil d’administration de Tadministrateur- 
delegue ou du directeur general dans les societes dont les 25 pour cent du capital 
au moins appartiennent a I’Organisme Economique se fera un decret du President 
de la Republique; parmi trois candidats designes par le Conseil d’administration de 
la Societe apres avoir pris I’avis du Conseil d’administration de I'Organisme. 

En cas d’absence du president du Conseil d’administration ou de 
I’administrateur-delegue, ils seront remplaces provisoirement par un representant de 
I’Organisme au sein du Conseil d’administration. 

Article 14 

L’Organisme Economique aura un representant dans chacun des Conseils 
d’administration des entreprises publiques dont I’Organisme Economique oriente 
I’activite conformement aux dispositions de I’alinea (c) de Particle 4. 

Les representants de I'Organisme Economique au Conseil d’administration 
auront les memes pouvoirs et les memes droits que les autres administrateurs et ils 
auront a presenter au Conseil d’administration des recommandations se rattachant 
a I’administration des affaires de I’entreprise publique. 

Les representants de I’Organisme Economique devront communiquer au 
president de son Conseil d’administration les decisions que prendra le Conseil 
d’administration de Pentreprise dont ils font partie, et ce dans les trois jours de leur 
date. 

Le president du Conseil d’administration de I’Organisme Economique a le droit 
de s’ooposer aux decisions des entreprises publiques precites et ce dans le delai d’une 
semaine de la date a laquelle elles lui ont ete commmuniquees, a defaut de quoi elles 
seront executees. 

En cas d’opposition a la decision, celle-ci ne sera executee que si elle est 
approuvee au Conseil d’administration a une majorite des deux tiers des voix au 
moins. 

Le tout sans prejudice des dispositions des statuts organiques reglementant 
Pactivite de ces entreprises publiques. 


Article 15 

Le Conseil d’administration de I’Organisme est compose de membres dont le 
nombre, les traitements et la nomination seront determines par decret du President 
de la Republique. 

Le president et les membres de ce Conseil doivent remplir les conditions 
suivantes: — 

(a) Etre Egyptien de naissance; 

ib) n’avoir pas d’interets serieux dans une des societes dans lesquelles participe 
I’Organisme; 

(c) jouir de tous les droits civils et politiques. 

Article 16 

Le Conseil se reunira sur convocation de son president. Ses reunions ne sont 
yalables que si olus de la moitie des membres sont presents. Les decisions sont prises 
a la majorite des voix des presents; en cas de partage la voix du president est 
preponddrante. 

Le President du Conseil d’administration communiquera toutes les decisions du 
Conseil au ' s dent de la Republique, qui aura le droit de s’y opposer en annulant 
ou en modifiant les decisions dans un delai d’une semaine a dater de leur 
communication, a defaut de quoi elles seront executees. 

Article 17 

Le conseil d’administration a tous les pouvoirs necessaires pour I’administration 
de rOrganisme et plus specialement: — 

(a) I’exercice de tous les actes necessaires a la gestion des fonds de I’Organisme 
‘“t ^ investissement; 

{h) la conclusion de prets et remission de titres conformement aux dispositions 
de la loi; 


B* 


56037 


SECRET 





































6 


SECRET 


(c) le choix des representants de TOrganisme au sein des Conseils d’administra- 
tion des societes dans le capital desquelles il participe; I’etude des 
rapports qu’ils presentent et les directives a leur donner; 
id) la nomination des fonctionnaires de TOrganisme et la fixation de leurs 
traitements et de leurs indemnites. 

Article 18 

L’exercice financier de TOrganisme commence le 1" janvier et prend fin le 
31 decembre de chaque annee. 


Article 19 

Le Conseil d’administration etablira pour chaque exercice financier le bilan et 
le compte des profits et pertes. Le Conseil elaborera un rapport sur I’activite de 
rOrganisme durant I’exercice financier et sur sa situation financiere a la fin du meme 
exercice. 


Article 20 

La Cour des Comptes examinera et verifiera la comptabilite de I’Organisme et 
presentera un rapport annuel au Conseil d’administration sur le resultat de son 
examen. 


Article 21 

Le president du Conseil d’administration de I'Organisme presentera au President 
de la Republique un rapport sur les travaux de I’Organisme au cours de I’annee 
ecoul^. 

T1 acompagnera ce rapport d’une copie du rapport annuel du Conseil 
d’administration et du rapport de la Cour des Comptes. 


Article 22 

Le bilain et le compte des profits et pertes seront approuves par decret du 
President de la Republique. Les benefices annuels de I’Organisme reviendront au 
Tresor public apres deduction des montants qui seront fixes, pour la constitution 
d’un fonds de reserve de I’Organisme ou la creation de nouveaux projets pour le 
developpement de I’economie nationale ou la consolidation des projets existants. 


Article 23 

Le President de la Republique arretera le reglement general de I’Organisme qui 
comprendra generalement ce qui suit: — 

(1) les regies a suivre dans I’administration de I’Organisme et son organisation, 

y compris les reglements financiers et comptables, sans etres soumis aux 
regies gouvernementales en vigueur; 

(2) la forme sous laquelle paraitra le bilan de I’Organisme et les indications qu’il 

contiendra; 

(3) les bases relatives a la nomination et a la promotion des fonctionnaires a 

leurs traitements et indemnites, a leur reglement disciplinaire et ce sans 
etre soumis aux regies appliquees aux fonctionnaires du Gouvernement. 


A rticle 24 

Est abrogee toute disposition contraire aux dispositions de cette loi se trouvant 
dans les lois promulguees autorisant le Gouvernement a participer dans les societes 
anonymes. 


A rticle 25 

Sont abrog^es les lois portant constitution des entreprises publiques qui seront 
determinees par decret du President de la Republique conformement a Particle 2 de 
cette loi et ce a partir de la date de ce decret. Le President prendra des decrets 
portant reorganisation de ces entreprises. 
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Article 26 

Les lois portant organisation des entreprises publiques qui seront prises par 
decret du President de la Republique soumises a I’orientation et au controle de 
I’Organisme Economique sont considerees comme des decrets pris par le President 
de la Republique. Elies pourront etre annulees ou modifiees par des decrets pris 
par lui. 


Article 27 

La presente decision sera publiee au Journal Officiel, et aura force de loi. Elle 
entrera en vigueur a partir de la date de sa publication. 

La presente decision sera revetue du sceau de PEtat et executee comme loi de 
PEtat. 

Fait a la Presidence de la Republique le 12 Gamad Tani 1376 (13 janvier 1957). 


(s.) GAMAL ABDEL NASSER. 


LOI No. 22 DE 1957 

Au sujet de certaines dispositions relatives a la poursuite des operations , 

des banques 

Au Nom de la Nation, 

Le President de la Republique, 

Vu la loi No. 26 de 1954 relative a certaines dispositions concernant les societes 
anonymes, les societes en commandite par actions et les societes a responsabilite 
limitee; 

Vu la loi No. 315 de 1955 relative a la transformation des societes egyptiennes 
et etrangeres en societes anonymes egyptiennes; 

Le Conseil d’Etat entendu; 

Decrete la loi suivante: 


Article I 

Les banques ayant leurs activites en Egypte devront prendre la forme de 
societes anonymes egyptiennes. 

Sont considerees comme banques, les succursales et agences de banques 
etrangeres ayant des activites en Egypte. 

Ces societes devront avoir toutes leurs actions nominatives; elles doivent 
toujours appartenir a ces Egyptiens et avoir un capital verse non inferieur a 
£E.500,000. 

Leurs administrateurs et dirigeants doivent etre Egyptiens. 

Article 2 

Le ministre des Finances et de PEconomie fixera un delai pour Papplication 
des dispositions de cette loi, delai qui ne pourra depasser cinq ans. 

Article 3 

Toute contravention aux dispositions de cette loi sera punie d’une peine de 
prison et d’une amende de £E.500 a £E.2,000 ou de Pune de ces deux peines 
seulement. 

Les administrateurs et les responsables de la direction de la societe sont 
consideres comme etant responsables de toute contravention aux dispositions de 
cette loi. 


Article 4 

Ce decret sera public au Journal Officiel; il aura force de loi et le ministre des 
Finances et de PEconomie prendra les arretes necessaires a son execution. Il entrera 
en vigueur a dater de sa publication. 

Il sera revetu du sceau de PEtat et ex&ute comme loi de PEtat. 

Fait a la Presidence de la Republique le 14 janvier 1957. 

(s.) GAMAL ABDEL NASSER. 
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LOI No. 23 DE 1957 

Decret portant promulgation de la loi No. 23 de 1957 modifiant certaines 
dispositions de la loi No. 156 de 1950 relative au contrdle des societes 
d’assurances et de capitalisation 

Au Nom de la Nation, 

Le President de la Republique, 

Vu la loi No. 156 de 1950 relative au controle des societes d’assurances et de 
capitalisation. 

Le Conseil d’Etat entendu; 

Decrete la loi suivante: 

Article I 

L’article 7 de la loi No. 156 de 1950 precitee est remplace comme suit: 

“ Article 7.—^Aucune societe d’assurance ne pourra etre enregistree si 
elle n’a pris la forme d’une societe anonyme egyptienne, que toutes ses actions 
soient nominatives et appartiennent toujours a des Egyptiens et que le capital 
verse de la societe ne soit pas inferieur a £E.50,000. 

“ Les administrateurs de ces societes et les responsables de leur 
♦ administration devront etre Egyptiens.” 

Article 2 

La reference a Particle 7 dans I’alinea 2 de Particle 4 de la loi precitee est 
supprimee. 

Article 3 

Le ministre des Finances et de PEconomie fixera aux societes d’assurances 
existantes au moment de la mise en vigueur de cette loi et enregistrees conformement 
aux dispositions de la loi No. 156 de 1950, un delai ne depassant pas cinq ans et 
ce pour satisfaire aux dispositions de cette loi, faute de quoi elles seront rayees du 
registre. 

Article 4 

Toute contravention aux dispositions de cette loi sera punie d’une peine de 
prison et d’une amende de £E.500 a £E.2,000 ou de Pune de ces deux peines 
seulement. 

Les administrateurs et les responsables de la direction des societes sont tenus 
responsables de toute contravention aux dispositions de cette loi. 

Article 5 

Ce decret sera public au Journal Officiel; it aura force de loi. Le ministre des 
Finances et de PEconomie prendra les arretes relatifs a son execution et il entrera 
en vigueur a dater de sa publication. 

II sera revetu du sceau de PEtat et sera applique comme loi de PEtat. 

Fait a la Presidence de la Republique, le 14 janvier 1957. 

(s.) GAMAL ABDEL NASSER. 


LOI No. 24 DE 1957 

Decret portant promulgation de la loi No. 24 de 1957 concernant certaines 
dispositions relatives a Vorganisation des travaux de representations 
commerciales 

Au Nom de la Nation, 

Le President de la Republique, 

Vu le Code de Commerce, 

Vu la loi No. 219 de 1953 relative au Registre de Commerce et les lois qui 
Pont modifiee; 

Le Conseil d’Etat entendu; 

Decrete la loi suivante: 
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Article 1 

II est interdit d’exercer des travaux de representations commerciales a tous 
autres que ceux dont les noms sont merits dans un registre special au ministere du 
Commerce. 


Article 2 

Seules peuvent etre inscrites dans le registre prevu a Particle precedent les 
p)ersonnes de nationalite egyptienne et les societes anonymes egyptiennes dont les 
actions sont toutes nominatives et appartiennent toujours a des Egyptiens. 

Les administrateurs des societes inscrites au registre precite et les responsables 
de leur direction doivent etre Egyptiens. 

Article 3 

Le ministre du Commerce fixera un delai pour Papplication des dispositions de 
cette loi a condition que ce delai ne depasse pas cinq ans. 

Article 4 

Toute contravention aux dispositions de cette loi sera punie d’une i5eine de 
prison et d’une amende de £E.500 a £E.2,0(X) ou de Pune de ces deux peines 
seulement. 

Les personnes s’occupant de travaux de representations commerciales, les 
administrateurs et les responsables de la direction des societes eflfectuant ces travaux 
sont tenus responsables de toute contravention aux dispositions de cette loi. 

Article 5 

Ce decret sera public au Journal Officiel et il aura force de loi. Le ministre 
du Commerce prendra les arretes relatifs a son execution et il entrera en vigueur a 
dater de sa publication. 

Il sera revetu du sceau de PEtat et sera execute comme loi de PEtat. 

Fait a la Presidence de la Republique le 14 janvier 1957. 

(s.) GAMAL ABDEL NASSER. 
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JE 1461/23 No. 3 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Lionel Lamb {Berne) 

HER MAJESTY’S GOVERNMENT’S RESERVATION OF THEIR POSITION 
AS TO LEGALITY OF MEASURES TAKEN BY THE EGYPTIAN 
GOVERNMENT AGAINST BRITISH NATIONALS DURING THE 
PERIOD OF ARMED CONFLICT 

( 1 ) 


(No. 33. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) January 16,1957. 

Please request the Swiss Government to make a communication to the Egyptian 
Government in the following terms. 

Her Majesty’s Government reserve their position as to the legality of the 
measures taken by the Egyptian Government against British nationals during the 
period of armed conflict, for reasons of military security or otherwise. 

Her Majesty’s Government now call upon the Egyptian Governm.ent to 
terminate all such measures as soon as possible. In particular, they urge the 
Egyptian Government, without further delay— 

(a) to release any British subjects still detained in prison or in internment 
against whom no charges have been made of specific offences against 
Egyptian law; 

{b) to put an end to measures of a political, legal or administrative nature, 
which have the effect of forcing British subjects to leave Egypt; 

(c) to permit British subjects who have left Egypt to return to Egypt if they 
so desire; 

id) to suspend the application of Military Proclamation No. 4 (four) of 1956 
to British subjects; 

(e) to withdraw the Directive regarding the furniture and effects of British 
subjects in Egypt, communicated to the Swiss Legation in Cairo on 
December 13; 

(/) subject to paragraph (g) below, to cancel the provisions of Military 
Proclamation No. 5 (five) of 1956 as soon as possible, and to suspend any 
measures in respect of the property, rights and interests of British 
nationals, inaugurated under the terms of Military Proclamations 
Nos. 4 (four) and 5 (five) of 1956; 

(g) to restore to all British nationals, upon the owner’s request, their property 
rights and interests in Egypt, and full liberty to control and dispose of 
them. 

2. The French are proposing to take similar action. Please consult French 
Embassy about the timing of the Note. 

3. See also my immediately following telegram. 


JE 14161/23 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Lionel Lamb {Berne) 

Foreign Office, 

(No. 34. Confidential) January 16, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram: Egyptian Sequestration. 

The French Government have instructed their Embassy to act on the same day 
as yourself. 

The French Ambassador will explain to the Swiss Government that they had 
waited an appropriate time after their complaint in the General Assembly about 
Egyptian sequestration legislation and after the Anglo-French evacuation to see 
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what the Egyptian Government would do. As the Egyptians had not ended their 
measures the French were now compelled to ask for their termination. 

2. For your own information, we doubt if we should be on solid ground in 
niaintaining, as the French seem to wish to do, that the Egyptians had no right to 
impose sequestration even during the period of armed conflict, i.e., up to 
November 5-6. There is nothing in the 1949 Geneva Convention concerning 
civilians which suggests that in this respect, the permissible actions during a period 
of armed conflict would be different from those in a state of war. We are more 
doubtful how far the Egyptians were justified in continuing various measures after 
the cease-fire, but we do not wish to get involved in an argument on either point. 
Whatever the situation up to the completion of the Anglo-French withdrawal on 
December 22, we consider that the Egyptian Government are under an obligation 
to terminate sequestration and other measures against British and French subjects, 
as soon as possible after that date. In the circumstances we have decided to make 
a general reservation of our position as to the legality of the Egyptian measures 
and to ask for their termination without reference to particular dates. 

3. You may explain this to the Swiss Government if necessary provided that 
you are satisfied that the explanation will not be passed on to the Egyptian 
Government. 


SECRET 




























12 


SECREl 


No. 4 

THE UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE. STATUS AND 

FUNCTIONS 

(I) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 
(No. 5 Intel (as amended by No. 5a Intel of January 16, 1957), Confidential) 

January 1, 1957. 

The United Nations Emergency Force was established by Resolution 
Nr. 1000 (ES-1) of the General Assembly, adopted on November 5, 1956. Its 
task, in the words of that Resolution was “ to secure and supervise the cessation 
of hostilities in accordance with all the terms of the Resolution of the General 
Assembly of November 2, 1956” (Nr. 997 ES-1). That resolution called for a 
cease-fire, the withdrawal of forces behind the armistice lines and a halt to the 
importation of military goods into the area, and urged that, upon the cease-fire 
being effective, steps be taken to reopen the Canal and restore secure freedom of 
navigation. Her Majesty’s Government fully approve the principle of an 
international United Nations Force, and indeed the Prime Minister suggested it 
on November 1. (Guidance telegrams Nos. 126, 129 and 132 refer.) 

2. On November 6, the Secretary-General presented a report (A/3302) which 
noted that “. . . . the functions of the United Nations Force would be, when a 
cease-fire is being established, to enter Egyptian territory with the consent of the 
Egyptian Government, in order to help to maintain quiet during and after the 
withdrawal of non-Egyptian troops, and to secure compliance with the other terms 
established in the Resolution of November 2, 1956 ”. He also said that its functions 
could “ be assumed to cover an area extending roughly from the Suez Canal to 
the armistice demarcation lines established in the Armistice Agreement between 
Egypt and Israel ”. 

3. On November 20, the Secretary-General submitted a report (A/3375) on 
“ basic points for the presence and functioning in Egypt of the United Nations 
Emergency Force ”. To this report he annexed an aide-memoire which had the 
approval of the Government of Egypt and the contents of which were subsequently 
noted with approval by the General Assembly in its Resolution of November 24 
(A/Res/411). The aide-memoire declared that the Government of Egypt and the 
Secretary-General stated their understandings on these basic points as follows: — 

“ (i) The Government of Egypt declares that, when exercising its sovereign 
rights on any matter concerning the presence and functioning of 
U.N.E.F., it will be guided, in good faith, by its acceptance of the 
General Assembly’s Resolution 394 (i.e., 1000 ES-1) of November 5, 
1956. 

(ii) The United Nations takes note of this declaration of the Government of 
Egypt and declares that the activities of U.N.E.F. will be guided, in 
good faith, by the task established for the Force in the aforementioned 
Resolutions; in particular, the United Nations, understanding this to 
correspond to the wishes of the Government of Egypt, reaffirms its 
willingness to maintain the U.N.E.F. until its task is completed.” 

4. The United Nations Force also has an important role to play in the system 
of security for the United Nations salvage operation. The Secretary-General’s 
proposals on this subject, to which the Egyptians indicated assent, include tacit 
acceptance by the Egyptians of the placing on board of salvage vessels of armed 
(civilian) guards recruited from the contingents of the United Nations Force, to 
form part of the crew. There would be similar guards for personnel on shore 
engaged in salvage work. 

5. The strength of the United Nations Force on January 2 was approximately 
3,900. It is the Secretary-General’s intention that it should soon reach a strength 
of two combat brigades. Contingents have so far been provided by Canada, 
Colombia, Denmark, Finland, India, Norway, Sweden and Yugoslavia. The 


SECRET 


SECRET 


13 


Secretary-General has also accepted contingents to be provided by Indonesia and 
Brazil. Detachments are stationed in Port Said. Others are deploying to the e^t 
of the Canal. The main bases of the Force are at El Kantara and Abu Sueir. 
Abu Sueir and Port Said have been used as its ports of entry into Egypt. 

6. In accordance with the General Assembly’s resolution of November 5 
there has been no recruitment for the Force from the permanent members of the 
Security Council. The United States however provided air and surface transport 
and stated its willingness to furnish essential services and supplies. At the request 
of the United Nations Force Commander, the Allied Command provided vehicles 
for a Norwegian medical company, complete military transport for the Indian 
infantry battalion and fuel, medical supplies and food. 

7. In his second report of November 6 the Secretary-General suggested that 
a basic rule, which at least could be applied provisionally, would be that a nation 
providing a unit would be responsible for all costs for equipment and salaries, while 
all other costs should be financed outside the normal budget of the United Nations. 
On November 26 the General Assembly provisionally approved this 
recommendation (A/RES/412), and authorised the Secretary-Cjeneral to establish 
a United Nations Emergency Force Special Account of $10 million. Pending the 
receipt of funds for the Special Account the Assembly authorised the Secretary- 
General to advance from the Working Capital Fund such sums as the Special 
Account might require to meet any expenses chargeable to it. On December 21, 
at its last meeting before the Christmas recess, the General Assembly considered a 
resolution (A/RES/448) whereby the first $10 million already authorised for the 
United Nations Emergency Force Special Account should be apportioned among 
member nations in accordance with the scale of assessments adopted for 
contributions to the ordinary annual budget of the Organisation. The question of 
the apportionment of expenses in excess of the first $10 million was referred to a 
committee composed of Canada, Ceylon, Chile, El Salvador, India, Liberia, Sweden, 
USSR, and United States. (The committee has not yet reported.) The Soviet bloc 
opposed this resolution and the Soviet representative stated that, in his 
Government’s view, the establishment of the United Nations Emergency Force was 
completely at variance with the Charter. The Soviet Union would not take part in 
the financing of the Force. All expenditure incurred because of the aggression 
against Egypt by the Anglo-French-Israeli forces should be charged to the 
“ aggressors ”. The General Assembly adopted the resolution by 62 votes to 8 
votes (Soviet bloc) with 7 abstentions. 

8. Her Majesty’s Government have throughout taken the view that all 
expenses of the United Nations Emergency Force (other than for such items as 
may be furnished without charge by member Governments) should be shared by 
all members of the United Nations. It can, however, be argued on legal grounds, 
that, as the United Nations Force was set up by General Assembly resolutions, 
which have the force only of recommendations, it would not be proper to compel 
those members of the United Nations who did not vote in favour of the 
establishment of the United Nations Force to pay their share of the cost. We 
have always recognised that our contribution may, in the event, prove higher 
than our normal budgetary assessment in the United Nations (7-81 per cent.) but 
we are nevertheless continuing to argue that the cost must be shared among all 
members. 

9. All the above may be used freely with the exception of the last two 
sentences in paragraph 8. 


VR 1082/24 (2) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 29) 

(No. 890. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 28, 1957. 

General Burns’ memorandum concerning the functions, rights and 
responsibilities of the U.N.E.F, following the withdrawal of Israeli forces behind 
the armistice demarcation line. 
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This memorandum concerns certain points as to the functions, rights and 
responsibilities of the United Nations Emergency Force in the situation following 
the withdrawal of the Israeli forces behind the armistice demarcation line, and 
pending the effecting of compliance by both parties with the principal provisions of 
the armistice agreement as indicated in Section III of the Secretary-General’s 
Report of January 24, 1957. 

1. Egypt will make it known effectively to the refugees and residents of the 
strip that it is Egyptian policy to prevent infiltration across the demarcation line. 

2. The Egyptian regulations against infiltration, which include penalties, will 
be again put in force. If U.N.E.F. is to be effecctive in its function it must, as a 
matter of right, have the duty of assisting in the enforcement of these regulations. 
This role of U.N.E.F. will be made clearly known to the population of the Gaza 
strip by the appropriate authorities. 

3. A unit of the Palestinian police will be designated specifically for duty in 
the prevention of infiltration, and will co-operate closely with U.N.E.F. in this 
function. The officer or official in responsible charge of this unit will have standing 
instructions from the Egyptian authorities that he shall take immediate action on 
requests by U.N.E.F. dealing with actual or apprehended infiltration. There will 
be a free exchange of information concerning actual or potential infiltrations 
between this police unit and U.N.E.F. 

4. U.N.E.F. will have the right to take infiltrators into custody in a zone 
750 metres deep on the Gaza side of the demarcation line, and will hand them over 
to the police authority for appropriate judicial action. It is understood that the 
depth of this zone may be reduced by agreement between Commander U.N.E.F. 
and the Gaza administration in areas where villages, orange groves, &c., make the 
maintenance of the full depth impracticable. 

5. It is recognised that a matter requiring special attention is the question 
whether U.N.E.F. should have authority to fire at infiltrators coming from either 
direction who refuse to halt when challenged in the zone in which movement is 
prohibited by the Gaza administration during the hours of curfew prescribed by 
that administration. Egypt will eventually accept giving U.N.E.F. troops authority 
to fire: provided that Israel on its side accepts the same. Pending such parallel 
acceptance, the co-operation between U.N.E.F. and the Palestine police must be 
encouraged and systematised. In this regard, the feasibility of joint night patrols 
composed of personnel of both U.N.E.F. and the Palestine police and their authority 
to fire, should be seriously explored. 

6. The announced policy of Egyptian co-operation with U.N.E.F. will 
periodically be emphasised to the population of the strip. 

7. The right of U.N.E.F. to take action necessary for its own defence will be 
made known to the population. 

8. The U.N.E.F. base will be established in Rafah, and stores and installations 
now at Abu Suweir will be moved there. 

9. In accordance with the agreement of February 8, 1957, between Egypt and 
the United Nations there will be full freedom of movement for personnel and 
vehicles of U.N.E.F. in the Gaza strip and in the Sinai between the bases and 
headquarters of U.N.E.F. and the elements of its troops deployed along the 
armistice demarcation line. There will be similar freedom of movement for 
personnel and vehicles of U.N.T.S.O. and U.N.R.W.A. in the Gaza strip. Check 
posts in the Gaza strip wherever located will be manned jointly by the local police 
and representatives of U.N.E.F., the former to control civilian traffic, the latter to 
control United Nations traffic. 

10. In accordance with the same agreement U.N.E.F. aircraft will continue to 
have the right to fly freely over the Sinai and the Gaza strip as at present. The 
present facilities for aircraft landing and maintenance at Abu Suweir will be moved 
to El Arish as soon as the necessary facilities can be established. Because of its 
proximity to the demarcation line the airstrip at Gaza will be manned by U.N.E.F., 
with a representative of the Egyptian U.N.E.F. Liaison Office present. 

11. U.N.E.F. will have the right to use Gaza as a port for the landing of 
stores and equipment if desired. 
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12. U.N.R.W.A. stores and installations will normally be protected by guards 
employed by U.N.R.W.A., but if disturbances occur or threaten which are on a 
scale beyond the ability of the guards or civil police to deal with, it is clearly 
understood that the necessary assistance would be given to U.N.R.W.A. by 
U.N.E.F. on agreement with the Governor of Gaza or at his request. It is noted 
that Egypt has indicated a willingness to accept responsibility for restitution and 
reimbursement to U.N.R.W.A. for any losses resulting from inadequate police 
protection. The United Nations must of course reserve its right of self-protection. 
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No. 5 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR SUEZ CANAL SETTLEMENT 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty's Representatives 
(No. 4 Intel. Confidential) 

(Telegraphic) January 14, 1957. 

After the meeting of the Security Council in October which led to the 
endorsement of the “ six principles ” Mr. Hammarskjdld continued private 
negotiations with Dr. Fawzi for measures to give effect to them. He summarised 
the stage which these talks had reached in a letter to Dr. Fawzi of October 24. In 
a letter dated November 2 Dr. Fawzi stated that with the exception of part of 
a sub-paragraph, he accepted Mr. Hammarskjdld's letter as a framework for 
further negotiations. 

2. On December 3 the United Kingdom and French representatives at the 
United Nations addressed a note to the Secretary-General in which the two 
Governments took note that, as one of the conditions of the withdrawal of their 
forces from Port Said, the Secretary-General would “ promote as quickly as 
possible the negotiations with regard to the future regime of the Canal on the 
basis of the six requirements set out in the Security Council resolution of 
October 13 ”. I gave our understanding of the position in more detail in my 
statement in the House of Commons on December 3 {Hansard, columns 884 and 
885). 

3. Meanwhile Dr. Fawzi had on December 1 informed Mr. Hammarskjold 
of his tentative view that future negotiations on the Canal problem should proceed 
in three stages: — 

(a) Talks conducted by the Secretary-General separately, on the one hand 
with Fawzi and on the other with the United Kingdom and French 
representatives in New York. These talks should take the Secretary- 
General’s letter of October 24 as a starting point. 

ib) Direct negotiations at the Foreign Minister level. 

ic) Formal negotiations between Governments to work out a legal agreement. 

A committee of small countries, e.g., Norway or Ceylon, might be 
brought in at that stage to help. 

4. The present policy of Her Majesty’s Government is as follows: — 

(a) Our main wish is to begin negotiations on the Canal settlement as soon 
as possible. We attach great importance to obtaining a workable 
provisional agreement by the time the Canal is open to traffic again. 
It is essential that, whatever procedure is finally chosen for negotiations, 
the procedure itself should be decided by agreement between Egypt, 
France and ourselves. If this is not done, and done fairly soon, there 
is a serious risk that the question may be raised in the General Assembly 
and a Committee of some highly unsatisfactory kind appointed by the 
Assembly to seek a settlement of this issue. 

ih) As regards the procedure itself we have an open mind. We originally 
thought that Fawzi’s three stages would be acceptable. But we now 
consider that negotiations might prove more successful if they were not 
confined to Egypt, France and ourselves. It might be better, for 
instance, to bring in representatives of, say, three other user Powers 
from the start, and encourage them to play an active part. This would 
make it more difficult for the Egyptians to argue that, because of our 
military intervention, the Canal settlement should be less equitable and 
contain less adequate guarantees to users than was previously 
contemplated. Nasser has apparently also given the Secretary-General’s 
emissary the impression that he is not yet ready for direct Egyptian 
contact with us and the French. 

(c) If we are to entrust our vital interests in this matter to others, we would 
feel considerably more confident if an Australian representative could 
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be among the negotiators. It also seems important to have an Asian 
Power whose commercial interests are seriously affected but who would 
be acceptable to Egypt. 

(d) We also see advantage in bringing the International Bank into the picture; 

as do the French Government. The Bank is a specialised agency of 
the United Nations with which Nasser has previously shown himself 
willing to deal. Moreover, the practical guarantees the Bank is likely 
to require on matters like efficient operation, non-discrimination and 
satisfactory procedure for allocation of dues, are those which we also 
wish to achieve; and this may be the most effective and least 
controversial way of obtaining them. There is some evidence that the 
Bank is ready to play a part in financing the reconstruction and 
development of the Canal and Mr. McCloy, whom Mr. Hammarskjold 
has appointed to handle the financial side of the United Nations 
responsibility for the Canal, has close links with the Bank. 

(e) We favour holding negotiations in New York. 

5. Mr. Hammarskjold’s tentative views are as follows: — 

(a) The first essential is to get some kind of mutual commitment between 

the United Kingdom, the French and the Egyptians. Stage one should 
therefore be to establish contact between these three with a view to 
reaffirming progress already made and to try to work out agreed 
procedures for further action. 

(b) Fawzi’s stage two might conceivably be abandoned and stage three begun 

directly, in the form of a committee, under United Nations auspices, 
to work out clear texts. 

(c) Mr. Hammarskjold had the impression that Fawzi did not want any of 

the other great Powers in this committee (including India). Norway 
clearly qualified on various counts, and an interested Asian country 
was necessary: perhaps Ceylon. 

id) Both the Canal Company and S.C.U.A. had interests which would 

have to be taken into account at some stage, but it would be well to 
go slow on that for the time being. 

ie) The Secretary-General wants to begin serious discussions with Dr. Fawzi 

in the very near future on procedure and the general outlines of an 
agreement; and then, after similar talks with Sir Pierson Dixon and 
his French colleague, to follow Dr. Fawzi to Cairo for talks with 
Nasser, perhaps in late January or early February. The stage would 
then, in his opinion, be set for Ministerial talks on substance (apparently 
in New York). 

6. Her Majesty’s representatives in countries members of S.C.U.A. may at 
their discretion use the above in discussing future settlement of the Canal with the 
Government to which they are accredited. 

7. For other posts the above is for background information only. 


JE 1421/9G (2) 

EXTRACT FROM RECORD OF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE 
SECRETARY OF STATE AND THE FRENCH AMBASSADOR ON 
JANUARY?, 1957 

(Secret) 

The French Ambassador called on the Secretary of State on January 7. 

There was discussion on the procedure for resuming negotiations for a Suez 
Canal settlement, and agreement was reached on the following points; — 

(i) That no attempt should be made at present to establish direct contact 
with Dr. Fawzi. 
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(ii) That the form of negotiations should therefore be discussed through 

Mr. Hammarskjold. 

(iii) That as a first move M. Pineau and Commander Noble should ask 

Mr. Hammarskjold to seek Egyptian agreement to his own previous 
proposal for a negotiating committee of six—Egypt, France, the 
United Kingdom, Ceylon, Italy and Norway. 

(iv) That the other members of S.C.U.A. should be kept informed of the 

progress of negotiations. 

(v) That, since a final settlement was impossible before the beginning of 

March, an interim regime for the Canal should be negotiated first, and 
that the best arrangement at this stage would probably be for dues to 
be collected by the International Bank. It was however important that 
this should not be represented as a British or French idea, and careful 
soundings should be made in Washington, both with the Bank itself 
and with the United States Government. 

2. In the course of discussion on point (iii) above, the Secretary of State said 
that, if it proved impossible for France and Britain to be associated directly with 
the negotiations, he would wish to see an entirely reliable participant added to 
the committee. He had in mind Australia. M. Chauvel said he had had the 
personal idea that, if direct contact with Egypt was not possible, a committee of 
users might be formed to negotiate through Mr. Hammarskjold. 

3. It was agreed that, while S.C.U.A. should be kept informed of the progress 
of discussions, the idea that S.C.U.A. should be an element in the final Canal 
settlement should not be injected into the negotiations too soon. 

4. The Secretary of State said that the Pakistani Foreign Minister had 
referred to S.C.U.A. and had expressed the hope that a seat would be kept for his 
Government. They wanted to come in as soon as S.C.U.A. had gained sufficient 
recognition, e.g., from the United Nations. 


JE 1421/46 



Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received January 29) 

(No. 167. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) January 28, 1957. 

Following is text of Mr. Dulles’ letter to Mr. Hammarskjold. 

Quite understand why owing to General Assembly Plenary Session Monday it 
is not possible for you to receive Ambassador Lodge and Legal Adviser Phleger to 
discuss progress of Suez Canal settlement. Because of urgency of matter I therefore 
take this opportunity to convey my views. 

1. It is of the utmost importance to Egypt and to all users of the Canal that 
the Canal be opened at the earliest moment. I understand that rapid progress is 
being made in physical aspect of this, in which the United Nations is assisting the 
Government of Egypt at its request. The United States has joined with other 
members of the United Nations in advancing funds for this purpose. 

These may be deemed appropriate implementations of the Resolution of the 
General Assembly of November 2, 1956, which urged that “ upon the cease-fire 
being effective, steps be taken to reopen the Suez Canal and restore secure freedom 
of navigation ”. 

2. I understand that it is estimated that the Canal will be open for navigation 
by ships of 25 ft. draught about March 1 or earlier, and for vessels of maximum 
draught by early May. This makes it of extreme importance that there be effected 
at the earliest moment agreements to implement the Six Requirements which the 
Security Council with the concurrence of Egypt unanimously agreed on October 13, 
1956, should be met in any settlement of the Suez problem. 

3. In view of the anticipated early opening of the Canal, contemplating partial 
traffic while the work of clearing is still in progress, there should also be 
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arrangements which would include, in addition to the implementation of the Six 
Requirements, arrangements for priorities as necessary and appropriate, assumption 
of risks by transiting vessels, provision for additional funds for clearance, new 
equipment and rehabilitation, repayment of funds advanced, and other pertinent 
matters including the matter of tolls. 

This indicates the desirability of arrangements covering financial matters which 
would insure that the necessary funds would in fact be made available for all 
requirements. Consultation with the International Bank on these and other fiscal 
aspects seems appropriate. 

4. You will recall that on November 3, 1956, the United States tabled a 
resolution in the General Assembly. This resolution, after noting the Security 
Council Resolution of October 13, 1956, adopting the Six Principles, and recognising 
that the situation calls for a permanent solution consistent with the Principles of 
Justice and International Law, the Sovereignty of Egypt and the rights of 
International Users of the Suez Canal as guaranteed by the Treaty of 1888, called 
for the appointment of a committee to assist in achieving this objective. 

This resolution has not been pressed because of the progress that had been 
made toward such a solution in discussion between yourself the representatives of 
Egypt, France and the United Kingdom as reported by you to the Security Council 
on October 13, 1956, and in your communication to the Members of the Security 
Council on November 3, 1956, quoting your letter of October 24, 1956, to Foreign 
Minister Fawzi and his reply of November 2, 1956, and our feeling that perhaps 
this same procedure might best produce the desired results. We understand that 
recently you have continued your informal discussions with Foreign Minister Fawzi 
to that end. 

5. We consider it most important that these discussions proceed at the earliest 
moment for the purpose of arriving at a just solution taking account of the progress 
already made. It is our thought that your discussions might well follow the general 
pattern which was being followed in October and which involved consultation with 
representatives of the United Kingdom and France, who expressed the interests of 
the users. Thereafter, broader consultation can be had with a larger representation 
of the users looking to a formal and permanent arrangement. 

6. We wish to be helpful and will hold ourselves available to assist as you may 
think desirable. We cannot overemphasise our view of the necessitv of rapid 
progress so that agreement can be reached before the Canal is reopened. 


JE 1421/120 (4) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 17) 

(No. 380. Confidential) Washington. 

(Telegraphic) February 17, 1957. 

The French and the State Department have also accepted the text of the 
communication to the United Nations Secretary-General on “ Points to be Covered 
in Interim Arrangement Governing Operation of Suez Canal pending Final 
Settlement ”. (Clean text in my second immediately following telegram.) 

2. My immediately following telegram contains a draft aide memoire to be 
handed to the Secretary-General simultaneously with the above. The French and 
Embassy irepresentatives accepted it on the spot, but it is still subject to final 
clearance in the State Department, who have undertaken to act as quickly as 
possible to-morrow morning (18thl and then send appropriate instructions to their 
delegation in New York. The Norwegians also have to be squared and the State 
Department think this can be done quickest and best in New York. 

3. It appears that the Italians are not happy with the proposed interim 
arrangement on account of their clearance agreement with the Egyptians. They 
have spoken to the French Embassy here, who have begged them not to put a 
spanner in the works at this stage. Both the French Government and, probably 
the State Department intend also to speak to the Italian Government in Rome, and 
they suggest you might possibly also wish to do so. 
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4. It was agreed that there was no need to take an immediate decision on 
future procedure in the United Nations for dealing with any agreement reached 
with Egypt (paragraph 3 of your telegram under reference). The French 
Government have, however, confirmed that they strongly prefer action through 
the Security Council for the reasons given in paragraph 6 of my telegram No. 377 
and because they think a debate on the Canal in the General Assembly just about 
when it will be opening to traffic could be most undesirable. The State Department 
still have an open mind. 

5. Subject only to final clearance of the aide memoire in the State Department 
and agreement with the Norwegians, it would seem that the way is now clear for 
action in New York on both agreed documents. Presumably you will, therefore, 
be sending authority to go ahead direct to Sir Pierson Dixon. 


JE 1421/122 (5) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 17) 

(No. 381. Confidential) Washington. 

(Telegraphic) February 17, 1957. 

Following is text referred to in paragraph 2 of my immediately preceding 
telegram. 

“The Governments of France, Norway, the United Kingdom and the United 
States have consulted together with a view to presenting to the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, as requested, an agreed position regarding an interim 
arrangement which they consider should govern the operation of the Suez Canal 
pending a final settlement in accordance with the six requirements set forth in the 
resolution of the Security Council of October 13, 1956, and in the light of the letters 
of the Secretary-General and the Foreign Minister of Egypt of October 24 and 
November 2, 1956. This position is set forth in the enclosure to this aide memoire. 

The Four Governments desire in addition to inform the Secretary-General 
that in their view the question of repayment of advances for clearing the Suez 
Canal should not be dealt with in the agreement for an interim arrangement, but 
should be considered in the negotiations for a final Canal settlement. 

The Four Governments would appreciate it if the Secretary-General would 
initiate discussions with the Government of Egypt of an interim arrangement on 
the basis set forth in the enclosure to this aide memoire. In the event that, in the 
course of these discussions, the Egyptian Government should advance suggestions- 
for material changes, it is the understanding of the Four Governments that the 
Secretary-Generafwould communicate such suggestions to them for consideration.” 


JE 1421/123 (6) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 18) 

(No. 382. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) February 17, 1957. 

Following is text referred to in paragraph 1 of my telegram No. 380. 

“ Points to be Covered in Interim Arrangement Governing Operation of Suez Canal 
Pending Final Settlement. 

1. Egypt would designate the l.B.R.D. or the United Nations as agent to 
receive, hold and dispose of all Canal dues under an agreement, the purpose of 
which is to protect the interests of Egypt and the Users and to facilitate the 
operation of the Canal, as described below. The identity of the agent would be 
specified in the agreement. 

2. All tolls would be received by the agent and placed in a Suez Canal account 
on terms providing that the agreement should pay over to Egypt immediately one 
half of these tolls for operating cost, and that the remainder would be held by the 
agent in the Suez Canal account, to be disbursed at a later date in conformity with 
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the provisions of a final Suez Canal settlement in accordance with the six principles 
approved by the Security Council on October 13, 1956, and in light of the exchange 
of letters between the Secretary-General and Foreign Minister Fawzi, dated 
October 24 and November 2, 1956. 

3. The agreement would provide that operation of the Canal, pending a final 
settlement, would be in accordance with the six principles approved by the Security 
Council on October 13, 1956, and the obligations of the Constantinople Convention 
of 1888.” 


JE 1421/151 (7) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 27) 

(No. 695. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 26, 1957. 

Suez Canal Interim Settlement. 

I asked the Secretary-General to-day whether he had had any reaction to the 
communication of the Four Powers made a week ago. 

2. Hammarskjold said that he was not in a position to give any official reply 
but could tell me the following in confidence. He had pressed Fawzi for a reaction 
last week. Fawzi had indicated that the Egyptian Government could not make 
any response to the Four Powers until after the current debate on Israeli withdrawal. 
He had added that when the debate was over he himself would be returning home 
and reverted to the idea that Hammarskjold should go out to Cairo. Hammarskjold 
had repeated that this would not be appropriate at present. He had added that if 
he accepted M. Bourgiba’s invitation to visit Tunis about March 19 he might 
combine this with a visit to Cairo. Fawzi had said that this would be rather late. 

3. Thinking over this conversation Hammarskjold decided to make Fawzi 
what he called an offer. He, therefore, said that he would be prepared to go to 
Cairo at an early date in order to discuss the Canal settlement, provided that in the 
meantime he had received an encouraging initial response to the Four Power 
approach. If the response was unsatisfactory, or there was no response, he would 
not go. He would not go to Cairo cap in hand. 

4. Hammarskjold said that Fawzi had reacted well, giving the impression 
that an encouraging response might be forthcoming. Hammarskjold also got the 
strong impression that the Egyptians were likely to ask that there should be some 
agreement to the effect that a proportion of the reserved 50 per cent, of the dues 
should be earmarked for maintenance and improvements. 

5. On the strength of this conversation Hammarskjold hopes that he may get 
a tolerable reaction provided that the Israeli withdrawal question turns out 
satisfactorily. This, of course, is a big proviso. 

6. I told Hammarskjold that it really was not reasonable that the Egyptian 
Government should stall in this way. Surely they ought at least to convey a general 
reaction to the Four Power approach without more delay. Hammarskjold, 
however, thought there was no chance of moving them further forward yet. 


UES 11710/71 (8) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 27) 

(No. 473. Secret) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) February 27, 1957. 

Mr. Rountree told us to-day that he had reported to Mr. Dulles the 
conversation he had had yesterday with Her Majesty's Minister, and felt there might 
be some misunderstanding. 

2. There were two possibilities; — 

(a) that we could bring pressure on Nasser by boycotting the Canal; 

(b) that Nasser could bring pressure on us by preventing our use of it. 
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If Nasser got the impression that he had us at his mercy, he would obviously be 
in a strong position. This had been Mr. Dulles’ concern and he had spoken to me 
in the context of Nasser dragging his feet about the clearing of the Canal. 

3. Mr. Dulles had not had it in mind that we should as yet try to organise some 
scheme for boycotting the Canal. All he had meant was that if we could put a good 
face on our ability to do without the Canal we should improve our bargaining 
strength. 

4. On each occasion on which I have recently seen Mr. Dulles I have asked 
what progress is being made, not only about the clearing of, but also about an 
interim regime for, the Canal. 

5. The American attitude is that the Egyptians have no right in principle to 
link these questions with the Israeli withdrawal. But the United States Government 
have not done anything in practice about it and I see from UKDEL New York 
telegram No. 695 that Mr. Hammarskjold did not think that there was anything to 
be done yet. 
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JE 1427/22 No. 6 

SUEZ CANAL CLEARANCE AND FINANCING OF THE COST 

( 1 ) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January J) 

(No. 44. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 4, 1957. 

Our objectives are presumably as follows: — 

(a) to ensure that the clearance, maintenance and development of the Canal 

are not hampered by lack of funds; 

(b) to use the financial needs of the Canal to secure some kind of international 

control over its operation; 

(c) to prevent, so far as possible, the General Assembly from acquiring a 

decisive say as to how the Canal should be operated or how its financial 
needs should be met. 

2. The present situation appears to be as follows: — 

(i) The Secretary-General is going ahead with his plans to arrange and 

negotiate a settlement of the Suez Canal question on the basis of his 
letter to Dr. Fawzi of October 24, which does not adequately deal with 
the financial needs of the Canal. I doubt if the Secretary-General 
recognises that there is an essential connexion between the financial 
and the political aspects of the Canal problem. 

(ii) The Secretary-General interprets the Assembly’s resolution of 

November 26, as laying on him the responsibility for finding money for 
clearance of the Canal. He will report on this problem shortly to the 
Assembly, but meanwhile he has asked all members of the United 
Nations whether they are willing to make an advance to meet immediate 
expenses and had informally through Macloy made more pressing 
approaches to a number of Governments. 

(iii) The International Bank, with the support of the United States 

Government, is considering the possibility of a loan to meet much larger 
future expenses of the Canal. This loan would have to be guaranteed 
not only by Egypt, but by User Governments. It has been suggested 
that it might be used to secure through the International Bank some of 
the international controls over the Egyptian Canal Authority which we 
want. 

3. In order to realise objection (c) above we should, I think so far as possible, 
work for the employment of the International Bank as the instrument for dealing 
with these financial problems. The more these problems are dealt with by the 
Secretary-General the greater the likelihood of the Assembly’s stepping in and 
taking control. I understand, however, that it would be very difficult for the 
International Bank itself to impose all the political conditions in return for its 
assistance or to take on all the executive functions necessary to ensure that such 
conditions were fulfilled. We need in fact extra means of exerting pressure in 
order to bring about objective (b). Ideally, this would be a role for S.C.U.A., but it 
is unlikely that we could get this accepted. The necessary pressure might, however, 
be exerted by the group of Governments which are now putting up the money for 
clearance and will later be called upon to guarantee the International Bank’s loan. 
They are already consulting together here and might become something like a 
“ Creditors’ Association ”. They could even offer to take on some of the executive 
functions which the bank cannot handle and which we had originally envisaged 
for S.C.U.A. The danger is that some unwelcome country such as the Soviet Union 
might force its way into this association by making a contribution in answer to the 
Secretary-General’s request. If, however, we and the French can somehow include 
ourselves among the creditors and if other countries which we would not like to 
see influencing the future of the Canal can be kept out, such a Creditors’ Association 
might prove very useful. The Creditors Association thus constituted would be a 
sort of effective inner group of S.C.U.A. 


c* 2 
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4. If the above is accepted our immediate tasks here would seem to be; — 

{a) To include ourselves in the creditors’ group and help it to organise itself 
and formulate its political aims. 

(/>) To introduce the question of finance into the Secretary-General’s 
framework for a Canal settlement. 

5. See my immediately following telegram. 


JE 1427/23 (2) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Sehvyn Lloyd. (Received January 5) 

(No. 45. Confidential) l^cw York, 

(Telegraphic) January 4, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

If the thoughts in my telegram under reference are acceptable we should 
consider how to include ourselves in the Creditors Association. 

2. The most obvious way of doing so would be to follow up our interim reply 
to the Secretary-General with a further reply saying that we agree to make an 
advance of x million dollars. 

3. If this is not practicable I suggest that we should make plain the fact that 
the United Nations are using our resources in Port Said. We could send a further 
reply to the Secretary-General drawing attention to this fact and announcing that 
Her Majesty’s Government would offer these services free to the United Nations, 
as their contribution to the immediate costs of clearing the Canal. This should 
effectively include us among the creditors, particularly if we could say that our 
offer of free services was worth approximately x million dollars to the United 
Nations. 

4. We could, I think, in making such a calculation only include the work 
done by British ships since they began operating under the United Nations flag. 
I am afraid that few delegations here would accept that the United Nations had 
any liability for the work which we and the French did in Port Said before our 
ships came under the United Nations flag. 

5. We should also consider how to introduce the question of finance into ihe 
negotiations under the auspices of the Secretary-General for a Canal settlement 
(paragraph 4 (6) of my telegram under reference). This could be done by asking 
that a sixth point, finance, should be added to the five which the Secretary-General 
is now seeking to “ bring into focus ”. 


JE 1427/27 (3) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 5) 

(No. 2. Saving) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 4, 1957. 

Following is the text of a note sent yesterday by Lodge to the Secretary-General 
and subsequently released to the Press. 

2. The Representative of the United States to the United Nations presents 
his compliments to the Secretary-General of the United Nations and has the honour 
to refer to his note dated December 25, 1956, regarding advances of funds to defray 
the expenses of initial work in clearing the Suez Canal. 

3. The Government of the United States is deeply interested in the reopening 
of the Canal as a matter of urgency in order to contribute to the preservation of 
peace, the strengthening of the economies of members of the United Nations, and 
the free flow of international commerce. 


SECRET 


SECRET 


25 


4. The Government of the United States is prepared to advance, in accordance 
with terms and arrangements to be worked out with the Secretary-General, funds 
up to the amount of five million dollars in response to the Secretary-General’s appeal 
lor advances to assure the payment of expenses involved in the initial work of 
clearing the Canal. It is the understanding of the Government of the United States 
that the Secretary-General is seeking to obtain a maximum of advances on the same 
basis from the Governments of other United Nations members, and that the 
Government of Egypt has given its assurance that the United Nations will have 
the full co-operation of that Government in the execution of its part in the Canal 
clearing operations. 

5. The Government of the United States has noted the offer from the 
Secretary-General to provide further information concerning the matter of advance 
of funds, and will wish to confer with the Secretaiy-General on the terms and 
arrangements to be made regarding an advance by the United States. 


JE 1427/38 (4) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 141. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) . January 9, 1957. 

Please tell Hammarskjold that I must contest the argument in the 4th paragraph 
of his letter. General Assembly Resolution A.3386, to which I presume he refers, 
noted with approval the progress so far made by the Secretary-General on 
arrangements for clearing the Suez Canal as set forth in his report. But it did not 
endorse the arrangements for the future, or the proposal not to begin work until 
after we had withdrawn from Port Said. If it had I should not have voted for it. 
On the contrary, it authorised the Secretary-General to proceed with the exploration 
of arrangements so that clearing operations might speedily and effectively be 
Undertaken. 

2. Moreover, the Egyptian objection to beginning work until we had 
completed our withdrawal was not only contrary to the Resolution of November 2, 
but was also contrary to what Hammarskjdld’s private reports to me on his 
conversations with Fawzi had led me to expect; namely, that as soon as our 
withdrawal definitely began clearance would also begin; though admittedly the first 
phase would be survey. 

3. However that may be, I do not want to engage in a public argument with 
him on this question. I therefore think it better not to publish either your letter or 
his reply, or my answer to his reply given above. We shall content ourselves with 
giving the Council of S.C.U.A. tomorrow a confidential document covering much 
of the same ground. 


JE 1427/69 (5) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 17) 

(No. 83. Confidential) Washington. 

(Telegraphic) January 16, 1957. 

Canal Settlement. 

Following is the text of Mr. Hammarskjbld’s letter to Mr. Dulles of 
December 25. 

Dear Mr. Secretary, 

In accordance with the provisions of Resolution A.3386 of the General 
Assernbly adopted at its 594th plenary meeting on November 24, 1956, I have 
negotiated agreements with private contractors for the performance of work 
involved in clearing the Suez Canal of existing obstructions. Before requesting 
authority from the General Assembly to sign these agreements, 1 should like to be 
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assured that funds will be available to cover at least the initial stages of the work. 
I am, therefore, communicating with the Governments of members of the United 
Nations in order to request them to advance funds for this purpose. The 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development has undertaken to act as 
fiscal agent in the handling of the funds advanced. 

In making this request I should like to point out that I am asking the 
Governments of Egypt, France and the United Kingdom to give me assurances 
that they will pursue rapidly under the auspices of the United Nations, the 
negotiation of an overall agreement on the Suez Canal problem based on the six 
principles approved by the Security Council in its Resolution of October 13, 1956, 
and will include in that overall agreement provisions for the repayment of all 
advances made by the United Nations members in order to facilitate the clearance 
of the Canal and restoration of the facilities. I am also asking the Government of 
Egypt for assurance that it will co-operate fully with the United Nations in the 
work of clearing the Canal and that, pending a final agreement on the Suez Canal 
problem, any interim operation of the Canal will be in accordance with the six 

principles set forth in the Security Council’s Resolution. 

I know that the Government of the United States is deeply interested in the 
prompt reopening of the Suez Canal and I earnestly hope that it will be able to 
make a substantial advance toward payment of the cost of the initial work in 
clearing the Canal. 


JE 1427/70 (6) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 17) 

(No. 84. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) January 16, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram: Canal Settlement. 

Following is the text of Mr. Dulles’ reply to Mr. Hammarskjold of December 28. 
Dear Mr. Secretary-General, 

I have to-day received your note dated December 25, 1956, regarding the 
financing of the cost of clearing the Suez Canal. The Government of the United 
States is deeply interested in the reopening of the Canal as a matter of urgency in 
order to contribute to the preservation of peace, the strengthening of the economies 
of members of the United Nations, and the free flow of international commerce. 

The Government of the United States is prepared to advance, as may be 
required, funds up to the amount of five million dollars in response to your appeal 
for advances to assure the payment of expenses involved in the initial work of 
clearing the Canal. The United States is prepared to do this on the basis of the 
statements made in your note of December 25. 

It is my understanding that you are seeking to obtain a maximum of advances 
on the same basis from the Governments of other United Nations members, arid 
that the (Government of Egypt has given its assurance that the United Nations will 
have that Government's full co-operation in the Canal clearing operations. It is 
also my understanding that you have arranged with the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development to act as fiscal agent in the handling of all funds 
advanced. 


JE 1427/76 (7) 

Mr. Selwyn iJoyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 342. Confidential) Foreign Office. 

(Telegraphic) Jamiary 22. 1957. 

Work on Wreck 1 is now completed and we have finished what work we have 
been allowed to do in Port Said. It is clear that in the last week Wheeler has 
been concerned only to rid himself of the embarrassment of our ships in Port Said, 
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^d that the Secretary-General has not been prepared to instruct him to resist 
Younis, nor to make any serious attempt to carry out the agreement as described 
to us (though the text of it which we now see in United Nations Document A/3492 
makes disappointing reading)—nor even to justify seriously his failure to do so, 
e.g., on Dispenser and 11 plif ter. 

2. In view of this, we are now prepared to acquiesce in the removal of our 
ships, provided they are allowed to make a decent and orderly withdrawal. This 
should be possible on January 24, if the Egyptian authorities make no difficulties 
over provision of tugs and other practical details. 

3. Please inform Hammarskjold that we are ready to go on these terms, 
and trust he will ensure that the Egyptians do not make trouble over the 
withdrawal. He should not, of course, conclude that we are satisfied with the 
extent and manner of using our resources, since concessions have clearly been 
made to Younis all along the line. 


JE 1427/23 (8) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 75. Saving. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

January 23, 1957. 

My approach to this question is based on the following: — 

(a) Responsibility for blocking the Canal lies with Egypt and Egypt should 

therefore bear the cost of clearance. Nothing, however, would be 
gained and much would be lost by raising this issue now. 

(b) Between the cease-fire and December 21 when our troops left Port Said, 

we and the French carried out a good deal of clearance. From 
December 21 clearance has been undertaken by the United Nations 
with help from our resources. While I agree that we cannot expect 
the United Nations to repay our costs before December 21, they should 
nevertheless be accepted as ranking equally with the United Nations 
costs for eventual reimbursement. 

(c) To enable the United Nations clearance work to be provisionally financed, 

the Secretary-General sought advances from all members on the 
understanding that this was without prejudice to the final financial 
settlement. In fact, the amount he required in the first instance has 
been obtained as a result of McCloy’s approaches to a limited number 
of countries, excluding the United Kingdom. It seems possible, 
however, that further advances will be needed before financing can be 
put on a more permanent basis, e.g., by means of a loan from the 
I.B.R.D. 

(d) If so, I think it would be to our advantage to offer an advance. Since, 

however, the resources we have put at the disposal of the United Nations 
should paid for by them, the most practical way for us to make an 
advance would be to do so in kind, i.e., the cost of using our resources 
should be reckoned as our advance. We should, of course, expect 
reimbursement of this on the same terms as other contributors. 

2. We should therefore; — 

(i) put on record with the Secretary-General the expenditure we incurred 

on clearing the Canal before December 21, and seek his agreement that 
it should rank equally with United Nations expenditure for eventual 
reimbursement; 

(ii) give him our estimate of the expenditure on clearance which we are 

incurring under his auspices, and for which we expect him to accept 
responsibility; 

(iii) explain that we are ready, if he so wishes, to treat the expenditure under 

(ii) as an advance of the sort requested in his letter of December 25, 
on the understanding that we shall be reimbursed on the same terms 
as other contributors. 
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3. It is particularly important to deal firmly with any suggestion that the 
clearance work we did in Port Said before December 21 should be regarded as 
part of our military operations or as required for the maintenance of our forces. 
In fact it was incurred in accordance with the General Assembly’s resolution 
No. 411 of November 2 for the benefit of users, and had the effect of facilitating 
and shortening the United Nations’ operations. 

4. Please therefore address a letter to the Secretary-General on the lines of 
my immediately following telegram. 


JE 1427/23 (9) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 76. Saving. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

January 23, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Draft letter to the Secretary-General. 

The Permanent Representative, &c., presents his compliments to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations and begs to acknowledge his memorandum of 
December 25, 1956, referring to the immediate cash needs for financing the 
operations for clearing the Suez Canal currently being undertaken by the United 
Nations in accordance with the terms of Resolution 411 adopted by the General 
Assembly on November 2, 1956. 

In this connexion the Permanent Representative, &c., wishes to draw the 
Secretary-General’s attention to the following: — 

(a) From the date of the cease-fire until December 21, expenditure of the 

order of £250,000 (see column A of the enclosed memorandum) was 
incurred by Her Majesty’s Government on the clearance of the Canal 
in the Port Said area. This work was done for the benefit of Canal 
users in accordance with the resolution referred to above, and 
facilitated and shortened the task of the United Nations. It is the 
view of Her Majesty’s Government that this expenditure should rank 
equally with that incurred by the United Nations for eventual 
reimbursement. 

(b) Since December 21, Her Majesty’s Government have incurred and are 

incurring further expenditure in placing their salvage resources at the 
disposal of the United Nations. It is at this stage impossible to give 
more than a provisional estimate of the cost, but this seems likely to 
be of the order of £500,000 (see column B of the enclosed 
memorandum). In the view of Her Majesty's Government this is 
exp)enditure for which the United Nations should be responsible in 
the first instance. 

The Permanent Representative understands that the cash advances required 
by the Secretary-General in the first instance have been obtained from other 
member Governments. If, however, further advances are required. Her Majesty’s 
Government would be willing that the expenditure, referred to in ib) above, should 
be treated as an advance, on the understanding that it will be reimbursed on the 
same terms as the other advances received by the Secretary-General from member 
Governments. 

2. The memorandum referred to is contained in my immediately following 
telegram. 


JE 1427/24 (10) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 77. Saving. Confidential) January 23, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Enclosure to draft letter to the Secretary-General. 
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Clearance of Suez Canal 


Expenditure incurred by the Admiralty 

A 

Expenditure on clear¬ 
ance work between 
cease-fire and 
December 21, 1956 


B 


Expenditure on clear¬ 
ance work after 
December 21, 1956 
{including passage 
costs of vessels re¬ 
maining in area for 
service with United 
Nations) 




£ 

£ 

(i) 

Costs of vessels on passage 
to Canal Area . 

7,300 

152,800 

(ii) 

Costs of vessels engaged on 
clearance work . 

225,200 

230,000 

(Hi) 

Costs of vessels returning 
to bases 

11,800 

83,800 


Total 

244,300 

466,600 

(iv) 

Hire charge for salvage 
pontoons supplied to 

United Nations Organisa¬ 
tion ... ... ... 


7,000 


Total 

— 

473,600 


Notes 

1. The above statement is based on information which at this stage is 
necessarily inadequate for the preparation of a proper claim and is therefore 
the result of a number of conjectures and assumptions. For example, it is not 
known for certain when the ships still employed on clearance work will be 
“ phased out ” of the area. 

2. The figures at A (ii) and B (ii) above include token sums for services, 
such as the use of local craft, in connexion with the clearance. No reliable 
information of what is involved is yet available. 

3. The figure at B (ii) includes £23,000 for the supply of civilian clothing 
to the R.N. personnel remaining for service under the United Nations 
Organisation. 

4. The statement does not include the cost of any salvage stores 
transferred to the United Nations salvage force. These are the subject of 
separate discussion with the United Nations. 


JE 1427/102 (11) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received January 29) 

(No. 307. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 28, 1957. 

Your telegrams Nos. 75 and 76 Saving. 

It is not yet certain that the $10 to $15 million advances initially requested by 
the Secretary-General will be fully forthcoming. In any case if we are to establish 
our position amongst the creditor countries it would surely be better to offer our 
contribution as a response in the first round. 

2. I also suggest that from the point of view of presentation since our 
communication may well be published it would be better to make our offer in the 
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first part of our letter to the Secretary-General and to indicate that the reservation 
of our position on the costs of clearance before December 21 is a separate issue not 
involved in our claims against the United Nations salvage operation. I would, 
therefore, prefer if you agree to re-word the draft communique in your telegram 
No. 76 Saving on the lines of my immediately following telegram. 

3. I notice from note (in your telegram No. 77 Saving) that no less than 
10 per cent, of the total cost of our vessels engaged in clearance work under the 
United Nations flag referred to the supply of civilian clothing to our own personnel. 
On the analogy of U.N.E.F. it is probably legitimate to charge for non-standard 
clothing issued to personnel working under the United Nations but we may have 
to consider a request to waive this charge in later negotiations. 


JE 1427/103 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 29) 

(No. 308. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 28, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

The Permanent Representative of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland to the United Nations presents his compliments to the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations and has the honour to refer to his note of January 2, 
acknowledging the Secretary-General’s note F. 1.323/3(10) of December 25 
concerning the interim advances towards the financing of operations for clearing 
the Suez Canal currently being undertaken by the United Nations Salvage 
Organisation in accordance with the terms of Resolution 411 adopted by the 
General Assembly on November 2, 1956. 

The Permanent Representative understands that the cash advances required by 
the Secretary-General in the first instance may have already been obtained from 
other Member Governments. If this is not the case, he is authorised to state that 
Her Majesty’s Government would be willing that the expenditure incurred in 
placing their salvage resources at the disposal of the United Nations Salvage 
Organisation should be treated as such an advance, on the understanding that it 
will be reimbursed on the same terms as the advances received by the Secretary- 
General from other Member Governments. In the view of Her Majesty’s 
Government this expenditure should otherwise be regarded as expenditure for 
which the United Nations Salvage Organisation should be responsible in the first 
instance. If on the other hand the cash advances required by the Secretary-General 
in the first instance have already been obtained from other Governments, Her 
Majesty’s Government would be willing to regard the above-mentioned 
expenditure as a contribution towards any further advances that may be required. 

It is, at this stage, not possible to give more than a provisional estimate of the 
costs incurred by Her Majesty’s Government in placing their salvage resources at 
the disposal of the United Nations since December 21, 1956, but this seems likely 
to be of the order of £500,000 (see column B of the enclosed memorandum). 

At the same time Sir Pierson Dixon is instructed to draw the Secretary- 
General’s attention to the fact that from the date of the cease-fire until 
December 21, expenditure of the order of £250,000 (see column A of the enclosed 
memorandum) was incurred by Her Majesty’s Government on the clearance of 
the Canal in the Port Said area. This work was done for the benefit of Canal users 
in accordance with the Resolution of November 2 and both facilitated and 
shortened the task of the United Nations. Her Majesty’s Government do not 
consider that this expenditure is chargeable to the United Nations Salvage 
Organisation, since it was incurred before their salvage resources were placed at 
the disposal of the United Nations, but it should, in the view of Her Majesty’s 
Government, rank equally with the expenditure incurred by the United Nations 
Salvage Organisation in the matter of eventual reimbursement. 
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(13) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 24. Intel. Confidential) February 1, 1957. 

The last of the Anglo-French salvage forces left Port Said on January 24. 
They had completed the task allocated to them by the United Nations, and were 
not allowed to tackle wrecks south of El Cap, though much clearance work 
remained to be done there. 

2. The withdrawal of our salvage fleet marks the end of a frustrating 
operation which has demonstrated the Egyptians’ ability to get their own way with 
the United Nations. As I said in addressing the National Liberal Forum on 
January 22, if the Anglo-French salvage fleet had been able to proceed with their 
task from the middle of November onwards, the Canal would have been clear 
for the passage of certain shipping, probably by the dale on which I was speaking, 
certainly by the end of January.'' Responsibiiity for any hardships beyond that 
date owing to the continued blocking of the Canal did not lie with the United 
Kingdom, but we were still determined to do what we could to help. 

3. Although the French Government have protested to the Secretary-General 
against his failure to make full use of their salvage resources, we do not ourselves 
wish to indulge in recriminations against the United Nations for failure to carry¬ 
out agreements made or to clear the Canal in the quickest possible way. 

4. On the other hand the extent of the contribution we did make should be 
made widely known. Publicity had been given to the considerable achievements 
of the British men and ships on the following lines: — 

Clearance work at Port Said was achieved with remarkable speed and 
efficiency under difficult conditions. Twenty-two ships were sunk by the 
Egyptians in the harbour varying from 1(X) tons to 4,000 tons displacement. 
A number of these were sunk by explosive charges making salvage particularly 
difficult. On the day of the cease-fire a salvage unit entered Port Said and 
began a survey of the harbour and wrecks. By November 24, a 25-foot 
channel through Port Said was open and the way would then have been clear 
for the Anglo-French salvage fleet to proceed with the clearance of the rest 
of the Canal. By mid-December 14 British, 3 French and 2 German lifting 
craft on charter to the Admiralty had been employed. Others were on their 
way and altogether some 40 salvage ships were employed or held in readiness. 
All salvage work was suspended on December 20 until after the Anglo-French 
withdrawal on December 22, when the number of Anglo-French salvage vessels 
was reduced to 11, which were placed under United Nations control, the crews 
wearing plain clothes and the ships flying the United Nations flag. The two 
German lifting craft were released to work with the United Nations further 
down the Canal. Between November 7 and January 23 the Anglo-French 
salvage force removed 13 wrecks totalling 17,000 tons, including the largest 
wreck the Paul Solente of 4,000 tons. They thus cleared two channels in the 
harbour at Port Said for the largest ships using the Canal. 

5. You should make as full use as possible of the information in paragraph 4 
above. 


(14) 

SUEZ CANAL CLEARANCE 
Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 
(No. 17 Guidance. Confidential) 

(Telegraphic) March 5, 1957. 

Now that agreement has been reached on the withdrawal of Israeli troops from 
Gaza and the shores of the Gulf of Aqaba, the last Egyptian pretext for delaying 
the completion of clearing work on the Canal has gone. This pretext was entirely 
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illegitimate. Egypt’s use of the Canal as an instrument of national policy was in 
fact a violation of the third of the six principles agreed upon by the Security Council 
on October 13 and accepted by Egypt; and many countries in no way concerned 
with the Arab-Israel quarrel have suffered in consequence. If it still suits Egypt, 
they may well find other such illegitimate pretexts for keeping the Canal closed. 

2. This Egyptian attitude clearly demonstrates the need for an effective 
international regime for the Canal; any further attempt by Egypt to delay 
clearance upon one irrelevant pretext or another will fortify the case for effective 
restrictions on her freedom of action in this connexion. 

3. The above may be freely used orally but should not be placed on the 
record. 
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JE 1428/24(A) No. 7 

EXCHANGE OF LETTERS WITH THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL SEEKING 
THE VIEWS OF HIMSELF AND THE SOLICITOR-GENERAL ON THE 
LEGALITY IN THE LIGHT OF THE 1888 SUEZ CANAL CONVENTION 
OF HER MAJESTY’S GOVERNMENT’S ACTION AGAINST EGYPT 
BETWEEN OCTOBER 31 AND NOVEMBER 7, 1956, AND OF EGYPT’S 
MILITARY ACTION IN PORT SAID AND IN BLOCKING THE SUEZ 
CANAL 


(I) 

Sir Gerald Fitzmaurice to Sir Reginald Manningham-BuUer (London) 

Foreign Office, 

Dear Attorney-General, February 21. 1957. 

In the last paragraph of your letter of January 9, 1957, to Vallat about the 
termination of the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement of 1954, you mentioned the 
possibility that the “ armed conflict ” in which we had engaged in Egypt might 
involve breaches by the United Kingdom of Articles 4 and 5 of the 1888 Suez Canal 
Convention. You also pointed out that you had not been asked to advise on this 
aspect or upon the possible consequences in connexion with our right of free 
passage through the Canal should breaches of those .Articles be established. I have 
now been directed by the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to obtain the opinion 
of yourself and the Solicitor-General concerning the legal effect on the application 
of the 1888 Convention of action taken by the United Kingdom and Egypt during 
and in connexion with the “ armed conflict ” in October-November 1956. 

2. The following papers are enclosed herewith: — 

Paper A 

Chronological statement of facts from October 29, 1956, prepared in the 
Foreign Office ; 

Paper B 

(1) Ultimatum by Her Majesty’s Government delivered to Egypt on 
October 30, 1956; 

(2) Cairo telegram to Foreign Office of October 30, 1956, reporting the 
Egyptian answer to the ultimatum; 

(3) Note from the Egyptian Embassy to the Foreign Office of November 1, 
1956, concerning the termination of diplomatic relations; 

Paper C 

(1) Ultimatum by Her Majesty’s Government delivered to Israel on 
October 30, 1956; 

(2) Israeli answer to the ultimatum; 

Paper D 

Law Officers’ Opinion of May 11, 1950 (the Palestine Conflict: Egyptian 
Contraband Control in the Suez Canal), together with 

(1) a Memorandum under the same title referred to in paragraph 5 of the 

letter of April 15, 1950, from Sir Eric Beckett, and 

(2) a Memorandum of 1947 entitled “ The Right of the United Kingdom 

to Station Troops in Egyptian Territory for the Purpose of 

Protecting the Suez Canal as a Means of Communication ’’^ 

Paper E 

Supplementary Memorandum on the Ministry of the 1888 Convention; 
Paper F 

Law Officers’ Opinion of August 3, 1950 (Whether Belligerent Rights such 
as those of Search and Seizure Continue during the Period of Armistice: 
Egyptian Action in the Suez Canal Zone); 
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Paper G 

Legal notes prepared in the Foreign Office on— 

(1) The Use of Armed Force in Circumstances not giving rise to a State 

of War, 

(2) The Right to Denounce a Treaty in respect of a State which is in 

Breach Thereof; 


Paper M 

Convention respecting the Free Navigation of the Suez Maritime Canal 

signed at Constantinople on October 29, 1888 (hereinafter referred to as the 

1888 Convention). 

3. Many of the relevant facts have already been placed before you and the 
history of events since the end of October 1956, is given in Paper A. Nevertheless, 
it may be convenient here to summarise the salient facts. 

4. Israel attacked Egypt on October 29, 1956. On October 30 the United 
Kingdom and French Governments presented Notes to the Egyptian and Israeli 
Governments (Papers B (1) and C (1)) requesting them to cease all warlike action 
and to withdraw their forces to a distance of 10 miles from the Canal. The Note 
addressed to the Egyptian Government asked them, in order to guarantee freedom 
of transit through the Suez Canal and to separate the belligerents, to accept the 
temporary occupation by Anglo-French forces of key positions at Port Said, 
Ismailia and Suez. The Note said that if, at the expiration of 12 hours, one or both 
Governments had not undertaken to comply with its requirements. United 
Kingdom and French forces would intervene to secure compliance. Israel agreed 
(Paper C (2)) but Egypt refused to comply (Paper B (2)). 

5. On October 31, Egypt began sinking ships in Port Said. Sinkings in Port 
Said continued during November 1-2. About 22 ships were sunk in the harbour. 
Elsewhere in the Canal about 20 more ships were sunk and the El Ferdan Bridge 
was destroyed by the Egyptians. The approaches to the Canal via Port Said and 
the Canal itself were thus effectively blocked. In addition, the Egyptians sabotaged 
the Canal workshops and shore installations in Port Fouad. There is no available 
evidence that any of these actions took place after November 6. 

6. On November 1, Anglo-French forces began bombing airfields in Egypt. 
On the same date, at the request of Egypt, a meeting of the Security Council was 
held and a resolution in the Security Council calling upon all nations to refrain 
from the use or threat of force in Egypt was defeated by the “ veto ” of the United 
Kingdom and France. On November 1, Egypt broke off diplomatic relations with 
the United Kingdom and France. The reason given in the Note from the Egyptian 
Embassy to Her Majesty's Government of that date was the acts of war committed 
by the British armed forces (Paper B (3)). On the same date, an Emergency Special 
Swsion of the General Assembly of the United Nations met in New York to 
consider the situation that had arisen out of 'the hostilities in Egypt. 

7. Between November 1 and November 5 the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, in accordance with a Resolution of the General Assembly of November 2, 
tried to bring about a cease-fire. The attitude of the United Kingdom and France 
was that they would stop military action as soon as Egypt and Israel accepted a 
United Nations force to keep the peace. Meanwhile, they considered that their 
police action must continue in order to stop hostilities, prevent their resumption 
and pave the way for a settlement of the Arab-Israeli war. 

8. On November 5, British and French forces landed at Port Said and had 
advanced about 25 miles along the Canal by November 6. On the night of 
November 6-7, a cease-fire was ordered and, subject to sporadic firing from the 
Egyptian side, was maintained thereafter. On November 7, Anglo-French salvage 
units began inspecting the wrecks in Port Said and they proceeded with the removal 
of the wrecks until Ckcember 22, when, upon completion of the withdrawal of the 
Anglo-French forces from Egypt, salvage operations were taken over by the United 
Nations. 

9. With respect to the Egyptian acts mentioned in paragraph 5 above, the 
Admiralty have made the following comments: In order to defend Port Said from 
sea-borne invasion, the most obvious step would be to mine the approaches to 
the Port and to block the entrance at its narrowest point between the east and 
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west breakwaters. In fact, there was no mining and there were no sinkings 
between the breakwaters or in the Outer Basin. The sinkings in the Inner Harbour 
did prevent the Anglo-French forces from making full use of the port but they did 
not, in any way, impede the actual assault landings which took place in the Outer 
Basin and over the beaches. The sabotage of the Canal workshops and shore 
installations would have no place as an anti-invasion precaution. 

10. In normal circumstances, sabotage of the workshops and installations 
would be contrary to Article III of the 1888 Convention. Therefore, it should be 
noted that, although our information is to the contrary, Egypt has alleged publicly 
that the Anglo-French forces committed the sabotage. It may also be noted, that 
Egypt has alleged and may try to maintain that the ships were sunk by the Anglo- 
French forces. 

11. The first question to be considered is whether, by carrying on hostilities 
and landing troops at Port Said and taking part in the military occupation of some 
25 miles of the bank of the Suez Canal, the United Kingdom violated the 1888 
Convention. There may have been a violation of Articles I, IV or V. By Article I 
the Canal is always to free and open in time of war as in time of peace and the 
High Contracting Parties agree not in any way to interfere with the free use of 
the Canal. It might be said that the military activities in Port Said and along the 
Suez Canal could not fail to interfere with its free use. On the other hand, it 
might be said that, if the hostilities between Israel and Egypt had been allowed to 
go on, there was bound to be interference with the free use of the Canal and that, 
in the absence of the Anglo-French intervention, this might have been of indefinite 
duration and have resulted in untold damage to the Canal itself. One of the 
purposes of the intervention stated in the ultimatum to Egypt was to guarantee 
freedom of transit through the Canal. The question arises whether Her Majesty’s 
Government were acting within their rights under the 1888 Convention in 
launching an attack in the area of the Canal for this purpose. It may be observed 
in this connexion that by Article IX of the 1888 Convention the primary duty for 
taking the necessary measures to ensure the execution of the Treaty rests on Egypt. 
It may be thought that this Article, read with Article VIII and in the light of the 
history of the Convention, shows that no one or two Powers acting on their own 
have the right under the Convention to intervene by force to ensure its fulfilment 
(see Paper D (1), Part C, paragraphs 5 and 9 and Paper F, paragraphs 6 to 9). 

12. If the United Kingdom was in breach of Article I of the Convention, it 
may be unnecessary to consider whether there was a breach of Article IV or V. If, 
however, those two Articles are applicable, there can be no serious doubt that the 
United Kingdom did violate one or both of them. Article IV prohibits inter alia 
any act of hostility in the Canal and its ports of access, of which Port Said is one, 
and Article V prohibits the disembarkation within the Canal and its ports of access 
of troops, munitions or materials of war. 

13. There is, however, a distinction between Articles IV and V. The latter 
applies only “ in time of war ”. The former is not made expressly subject to this 
limitation and it is a matter of interpretation whether it applies only “ in time of 
war ”. There are, therefore, two questions to be considered in this connexion; 
first, whether Article IV (particularly paragraph 1) applies only in time of war and, 
secondly, whether the “ armed conflict ” in Egypt was a war within the meaning 
of Article V and Article IV (if it should be construed as applying only in that 
case). 

14. There are indications in the text that paragraph 1 of Article IV applies 
only “ in time of war ”. It starts with a reference to the fact that the Canal is to 
remain “ open in time of war ” even to the ships of belligerents, and it ends with 
the provision making it apply even though the Ottoman Empire should be one of 
the belligerent Powers. Paragraphs 2 and 3 apply expressly to “ vessels of war of 
belligerents ”. The Article is one of a series of three articles which relate to war and 
belligerents. On the other hand, there is no express limitation of paragraph 1 to 
war, and acts of hostility and acts having for their object the obstruction of free 
navigation of the Canal can be committed otherwise than “ in time of war ”. Again 
(he first two paragraphs of Article VII apply to vessels of war in time of peace but 
by the third paragraph applies only to belligerents. In other words. Article VII 
shows that it cannot be assumed that, because one paragraph of an article deals 
with belligerents and a state of war, other paragraphs of the same article must 
also deal with belligerents and war. The history of the drafting of the Convention 
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suggests that most of the Powers had no intention of limiting paragraph 1 of 
Article IV to “ time of war ”, but, at one stage, the British appear to have placed that 
limited interpretation on it. (See Paper E, paragraph 13 fn.) 

15. It seems clear that the expression “time of war” as used in the 1888 
Convention was intended to have its strict meaning according to international law 
(see Paper E, paragraph 16). The meaning of “war” in international law is 
examined in the note contained in Paper G (1). In short, it seems that whether 
there is a war in international law depends not only on the fact of hostilities but 
also on the intention of at least one of the parties to wage war. 

16. It is possible, however, that in considering the application of Articles IV 
and V of the 1888 Convention one should not attempt to give too technical a 
meaning to the term “ war ”. In strictness it only applies to an armed conflict 
between States. Nevertheless, in a civil war, the parties may be recognised as 
having the status of belligerency and as enjoying belligerent rights. Again, although 
Egypt declines to recognise Israel as a State the Law Officers advised in 1950 that 
there was a state of war between Egypt and Israel for the purpose of entitling 
Egypt to exercise rights of war within the meaning of Article X of the 1888 
Convention. (See Paper D, pages 5-6.) (Incidentally, Article X does not use the 
term “ war ” but speaks of the defence of Egypt.) Therefore, even if the armed 
conflict with Egypt is not regarded as having been a war in the strict sense it 
might be regarded as having been a war for the purpose of Articles IV and V of 
the 1888 Convention. Nevertheless, as pointed out in the preceding paragraph, 
such an interpretation would seem to be contrary to the intention of those who 
drafted the Convention. 

17. In the present case, there can be little doubt that if Egypt had chosen 
to regard the Anglo-French attack as giving rise to a state of war and had made 
an unequivocal declaration to that effect there would have been a state of war in 
international law and for the purposes of Articles IV and V of the 1888 Convention. 
So far as the United Kingdom is concerned no declaration of war was made. Her 
Majesty’s Government have not committed themselves to the existence of a state 
of war. The Egyptian Government have behaved in a somewhat equivocal 
fashion; they have taken action normally taken only in time of war such as the 
sequestration of British and French property. They have referred to British and 
French nationals as “ enemy subjects ”. On the other hand, in their official 
statements while having spoken of acts of war and aggression they have not 
committed themselves to the existence of a state of war. This may be regarded as 
of some significance because since 1948 Egypt has attached importance to the 
existence of a state of war which she has claimed against Israel. This point was 
brought into the open by the Delegation of Israel during the course of the 
proceedings in the United Nations in October and November 1956, and it may 
be significant that the Egyptian Government at no time claimed that their relations 
with the United Kingdom and France were on the same footing. It may also be 
considered significant that in the course of the proceedings of the Security Council 
and the General Assembly and in various negotiations with the Secretary-General 
the state of affairs was not characterised as war but generally as hostilities, or 
armed conflict, or aggression. In a few of the speeches in the General Assembly 
there were references to war but these do not seem to have been directed to the 
question whether or not a state of war existed. 

18. On December 1, 1956, the position from the Egyptian point of view was 
put in a statement suggested for public use by the Foreign Secretary and handed 
by the Secretary-General of the United Nations to Sir Pierson Dixon in New York. 
It had been approved by the Egyptian Government. It read as follows: — 

“ There has been no official statement from the Egyptian Government that 
Egypt is in a state of war with France and the United Kingdom. Egypt has 
repeatedly reaffirmed its intention to implement freedom of passage as 
established in the 1888 Convention. There is therefore nothing that should 
cause us to believe that Egypt, after a withdrawal of the British and French 
forces, would intervene with British and French shipping through the Canal 
in violation of its undertakings under the Convention. Certainly there would 
be no justification for such interference. The Secretary-General, who has had 
an opportunity to discuss these various matters in detail with the Government 
of Egypt, has assured me that this represents also his understanding of the 
situation.” 
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19. Whether Egypt was entitled to block the Canal depends partly on Egypt’s 
rights under Articles IX, X and XI of the 1888 Convention and partly on the 
question whether the United Kingdom and France were in breach of the 
Convention. 

20. By Article IX, Egypt has the duty to take the necessary measures for 
ensuring the execution of the Convention. For this purpose Egypt is free from the 
prohibitions in Articles IV, V, VII and VIII. Likewise, in Article X, Egypt is 
entitled to take measures necessary for securing by her own forces the defence of 
Egypt and the maintenance of public order. But by Article XI measures taken 
under Articles IX and X must not interfere with the free use of the Canal. The 
interpretation of these provisions was considered in the reference to the Law 
Officers of April 15, 1950 (Paper D) and the Law Officers came to the following 
conclusion “ On the whole we think that the combined effect of these Articles U.e.. 
Articles X and XI) is to enable Egypt to exercise, against any country with which 
she is at war, or against any other country so far as so to do would otherwise be 
consistent with her position as belligerent, rights of war which do not otherwise 
interfere with the free use of the Canal .... She may not blockade the Canal or 
restrain the passage of innocent ships .... Egypt may exercise rights of war 
provided she leaves the Canal free to ships using it on peaceful occasions ”. (Sec 
Paper D, page 5.) 

21. The Law Officers considered that it was a question of fact whether 
particular measures then being exercised by Egypt constituted in this sense 
interference with the free use of the Canal. On this basis, it would seem that by 
Articles IX and X Egypt was not entitled, merely as a measure for the defence of 
the Canal or her territory to block the Canal and thus to prevent the passage not 
only of British and French ships but of ships of other countries as well. 

22. If it should be considered that the United Kingdom and France violated 
the 1888 Convention, then it may be that Egypt was thereby released from her 
obligations under the Convention, at least so far as was necessary to counter the 
effect of breach of the Convention by the United Kingdom and France. There is, 
of course, a question of fact whether all that Egypt did was either necessary or 
designed to counter the Anglo-French military action. It is doubtful whether the 
breach by the United Kingdom and France would entitle Egypt to terminate the 
Convention in relation to the United Kingdom and France and still more doubtful 
whether it would entitle Egypt to terminate the Convention in relation to the other 
Parties to it. The legal aspects of these matters are considered in the Note in 
Paper G (2), Parts II and III of which refer to multilateral treaties. 

23. On the whole, the Suez Canal Convention appears to come within the 
category of law-making or regime-making treaties mentioned in paragraph 10 in 
Part II of Paper G (2). If so, Egypt could neither purport to terminate it on 
account of the Franco-British violation, nor semhie, refuse passage to British and 
French ships given the categoric provisions of the Convention about the Canal 
remaining free and open at all times for the ships of all nations without 
discrimination of flag. 

24. Even if Egypt had the right to terminate the application of the Convention 
as between herself and the United Kingdom and France, it is open to question 
whether having regard to the course of events and the lapse of time since the 
military action against Egypt and the withdrawal of Anglo-French troops, Egypt 
would not be entitled to exercise that right. 

25. The questions on which I am now to seek your views are: — 

I. —Was the military action taken by the United Kingdom against Egypt 
between October 31 and November 7, 1956, a breach of Article IV or V, or 
any other Article of the 1888 Suez Canal Convention? 

II. —Was Egyptian military action in Port Said and the region of the Suez 
Canal a breach of Article IV or V or any other Article of the 1888 Suez Canal 
Convention? 

III. —Was the blocking of the Suez Canal by Egypt a breach of the 1888 
Suez Canal Convention? 

IV. —If the answer to question I is in the affirmative, 

(1) Has Egypt the right either to terminate the application of the 1888 
Convention so far as she is concerned, with respect to the United 
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Kingdom, or without purporting to do that, to refuse to accord to 
British ships the right of free passage through the Suez Canal? 

(2) Alternatively, can it be argued that even if Egypt has the right to 
terminate the application of the Convention, so far as she is 
concerned, with respect to the United Kingdom, the general 
regime of the Convention would still operate to prevent her 
refusing passage to British (or to any other) ships? 

Yours sincerely, 

C. G. FITZMAURICE. 


JE 1428/124 (2) 

Sir Reginald Manningham-Buller to Sir Gerald Fitzmaurice (Foreign Office) 

Royal Courts of Justice, London, 

Dear Fitzmaurice, March 5, 1957. 

Suez Canal 

The Solicitor-General and I have now considered the letter of the 21st February 
in which we were asked to advise on the following questions: — 

I. —Was the military action taken by the United Kingdom against Egypt 
between October 31 and November 7, 1956, a breach of Article TV or V or any 
other Article of the 1888 Suez Canal Convention? 

II. —Was Egyptian military action in Port Said and the region of the Suez 
Canal a breach of Article IV or V or any other Article of the 1888 Suez Canal 
Convention? 

III. —Was the blocking of the Suez Canal by Egypt a breach of the 
1888 Suez Canal Convention? 

IV. —If the answer to Question I is in the affirmative: 

(1) Has Egypt the right either to terminate the application of the 

1888 Convention so far as she is concerned, with respect to the 
United Kingdom, or, without purporting to do that, to refuse to 
accord to British ships the right of free passage through the Suez 
Canal? 

(2) Alternatively, can it be argued that even if Egypt has the right to 

terminate the application of the Convention, so far as she is 
concerned, with respect to the United Kingdom, the general regime 
of the Convention would still operate to prevent her refusing 
passage to British (as to any other) ships? 

2. It appears to us to be clear beyond argument that the United Kingdom’s 
attack on Egypt constituted a breach of the duty, undertaken by Article I of the 
Convention, “ not in any way to interfere with the free use of the Canal, in time 
of war as in time of p>eace ”. The attack could not, in our opinion, be justified on 
the ground that it was required for the protection of the Canal against the effects 
of the conflict between Egypt and Israel, because the defence of the Canal is 
entrusted by Article IX of the Convention itself to Egypt. 

3. It is not therefore strictly necessary for us to consider whether the attack 
was in breach of either Article IV or Article V of the Convention but, as we have 
no doubt about the question, it seems desirable that we should state our views. 

Article IV prohibits, so far as it is relevant in this context, any “ act of 

hostility .... committed in the Canal and its ports of access, as well as within a 
radius of 3 marine miles from these ports Having regard to the fact that the 
principal object of the Convention is to guarantee the free use of the Canal, we are 
of the opinion that Article IV is applicable in both war and peace and there cannot, 
we think, be any doubt that the military action, both in Port Said and during the 
subsequent advance along the Canal, constituted a breach of it. 
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Article V, which prohibits the embarkation and disembarkation of troops m 
the Canal and its ports in wartime, does not appear to us to apply to the situation 
which existed between October 31 and November 7. It applies, in our view, to 
a situation like that which existed during the greater part of the war of 1939-45, 
when Egyptian territory was a theatre of war, but Egypt herself was not a 
belligerent. It does not appear to us that the reference in the Article to the 
disembarkation of troops is apt to describe an assault landing from sea and air. It 
is not therefore necessary to consider whether the armed conflict with Egypt 
amounted to war in international law and we prefer to express no opinion on the 
point. 

4. The second and third questions put to us can, we think, be considered 
together. The effect of Articles ^ and XI is that the obligations imposed by 
Article IV do not interfere with those measures which Egypt “ might find it necessary 
to take for securing by [her] own forces the defence of Egypt ” so long as they do 
not interfere with the free use of the Canal. Measures taken by Egypt for securing 
by her own forces the defence of Egypt which did not interfere with the free use of 
the Canal were lawful although they infringed Article IV. Any measure taken by 
Egypt which interfered with the free use of the Canal (and the blocking of the Canal 
clearly did so) constituted a breach of the Convention. 

5. In our view the Convention is, as its preamble recites, designed “ to 
establish, by a Conventional Act, a definite system designed to guarantee at all 
times, and for all the Powers, the free use of the Suez Maritime Canal, and thus to 
complete the system under which the navigation of this Canal has been placed by 
the Firman of .... the 22nd February, 1866, .... sanctioning the concessions ” 
granted to the Suez Canal Company. The salient features of the regime governing 
the Canal were established, not only before the Convention came into force in 
1904, but even before it was signed in 1888 and the history of both the Canal and 
the Convention itself clearly shows that the object of the Convention wai to 
guarantee a right of passage that was already established and recognised. In other 
words, the Convention is a treaty of guarantee, which is declaratory of the right 
of free passage, but of itself confers no new rights on the parties. 

It follows, therefore, that the breach by the United Kingdom of Articles I 
and IV did not confer on Egypt any right to refuse to accord to British ships the 
right of free passage through the Suez Canal, for that right derives not from the 
Convention, but from the dedication of the Canal as an international waterway by 
the Firman of 1866, confirming Article 14 of the Concession of 1856. As the 
Convention is a treaty of collective guarantee, in our view Egypt is not entitled to 
terminate it so far as it relates to the United Kingdom. The only result of such 
termination, if it could be effected, would be to release the United Kingdom from 
its obligations under the Convention. 

The second part of the fourth question put to us does not therefore arise. 

6. The answers to the questions put to us may be summarised as follows: — 

I. —Yes: Articles I and IV. 

II. —In respect of Article I, Yes; in respect of Article IV, Yes, except in 

so far as the measures taken in the defence of Egypt did not interfere with the 

free use of the Canal; in respect of Article V, No. 

Ill—Yes. 

IV.—(1) No. (2) Does not therefore arise. 

Yours sincerely, 

R. MANNINGHAM-BULLER. 
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No. 8 

VR 1081/5 (1) 

WITHDRAWAL OF ISRAELI FORCES FROM SINAI 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 5) 

(No. 39. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 4,1957. 

Eban called on me this morning to deliver a confidential memorandum on 
freedom of navigation of the Gulf of Aqaba. The memorandum sets out the 
historical and legal position on freedom of access to the Port of Elath, points 
to the international utility for world trade of free access to Elath, mentioning that 
an 8-in. pipeline is already in construction from Elath to the Mediterranean coast 
and that a 30-in. pipeline is envisaged, and ends with a call for guarantees that this 
international line of communication will not again be closed by Egyptian action. 

2. In speaking of this memorandum, Eban said that by January 7, Israeli 
forces would have withdrawn behind a line drawn north and south through 
El Arish, but that they did not want to make a complete withdrawal until they had 
reasonable assurances both in regard to the Gaza Strip and freedom of navigation 
in the Gulf of Aqaba. The Secretary-General had assured them that if Israeli 
forces withdrew, U.N.E.F. would regard the prevention of any hostile activity, 
such as Egyptian firing from Sharm El Sheikh, as part of their functions, but Israel 
had as yet no guarantee for the long term or indeed that U.N.E.F. might not 
suddenly be withdrawn without notice. He argued strongly the value to us and 
other maritime nations of the alternative route which shipping to Elath and the 
projected expanded pipeline from Elath to the Mediterranean coast would offer, 
but pointed out that this kind of development project could not be undertaken 
without better security than that at present available or, in fact (after Israel’s 
experience over navigation through the Suez Canal) some security other than any 
purely United Nations guarantee. His hope was that we should use our influence 
with the Secretary-General to secure a more adequate guarantee in regard to the 
role of U.N.E.F., but that we should also be prepared to join with other maritime 
Powers in underwriting a declaration of freedom of navigation in the Gulf. He is 
proposing to have a meeting on this subject with certain delegations (including 
Old Commonwealth) on January 7, and asked whether we could give him our 
views before then. 

3. I replied that this was certainly a matter which I should have to put to you 
and which the Israeli Ambassador in London would be well advised to take up with 
you simultaneously. He was more likely to get a reply by Monday than 1 was. 
At the same time I questioned him on the way in which he was proposing to 
co-ordinate his requests for these assurances with pressure from the Secretary- 
General and the General Assembly for a speedy Israeli withdrawal from Sinai. 
(The Secretary-General told me yesterday that he had in his conversations with 
Mrs. Meir expressed recognition of Israeli “ worries ” over navigation in the Gulf 
of Aqaba and the Gaza Strip, but had told her that, despite the admitted risk 
involved, Israel was more likely to get satisfaction on these subjects by prompt 
withdrawal, coupled with an act of faith in the United Nations than by trying to 
negotiate a solution from a position of strength arising out of non-compliance 
with the Assembly’s demand for immediate Israeli withdrawal.) Eban did not 
mention this exchange, but said that he thought the Secretary-General was as 
anxious as himself to keep the subject out of the Assembly. He added that Israel 
hoped to be able to show for the record that the momentum of withdrawal was 
being maintained beyond the line where her forces would stand on Monday, by 
taking further slices from the cake without losing her control over Gaza and the 
Straits of Tiran. 

4. Whether Eban is justified in this degree of optimism I am inclined to 
doubt, and I should certainly be glad of your guidance on the line we should take 
if a debate on delays in the Israeli withdrawals should develop at short notice. In 
your statement in the House on December 30, you said “ Israel should withdraw 
from Egyptian territory. We have said this repeatedly. With regard to the Gaza 
Strip, it is our view that Israel should withdraw from that also and that the Strip 
should be made a United Nations responsibility ”. I presume that this should still 
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be our line, but I should be glad to know how prominent a part you would like 
us to take in any possible debate, how far you feel that demands for Israeli 
withdrawal should be coupled with assurances in regard to freedom of navigation 
in the Gulf of Aqaba, prevention of Fedayeen raids, &c., and also whether you have 
ideas on how placing the Gaza Strip under United Nations responsibility could be 
evolved into a practical arrangement. 

5. The problem of the Gaza Strip was not the primary object of Eban's visit, 
but he did indicate that, while a local administration had largely been set up, Israel 
was envisaging a continuing situation in which she would provide the police and 
certain services. Whereas a variety of phrases had been used, no definite proposal 
had been put forward by anyone else on how the Gaza Strip should be run. 


VR 1081/5 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 91. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) January 6,1957. 

Your telegram No. 39. 

A further debate on the sole question of Israel’s withdrawal would only 
generate further ill-feeling and a resolution simply calling upon Israel to withdraw, 
whether from Egyptian territory or beyond the armistice lines, would place Her 
Majesty’s Government in a serious difficulty when it came to voting. Therefore, 
if there is to be a further resolution at this stage, it must include some constructive 
proposals. 

2. There are two aspects of the problem which might usefully be pursued. 
First, the Gaza Strip. In general, I wish to promote the idea of a United 

Nations administration of the Gaza Strip. With regard to the problem of the nature 
of the United Nations administration, possible alternatives are: 

(a) the Trusteeship Council (compare the abortive Statute for Jerusalem); 

(b) A United Nations administrator appointed by the General Assembly to 

run the area with the aid of the local authorities. 

Your suggestions will be welcome. At a later stage some arrangement arising 
out of this might be made for a buffer zone along the frontier of Egypt and Israel 
policed and guarded by United Nations troops. Then later again the United 
Nations forces might be extended to Israel’s other frontiers. These possible later 
extensions along the Israel-Egypt border, and to Israel’s other frontiers should 
not be allowed to distract attention from the immediate problem of the Gaza Strip. 

3. Secondly, the Straits of Tiran. The United Nations ought to work for the 
removal of all static military installations and a guarantee of free access to the head 
of the Gulf of Aqaba to all ships regardless of flag. There are three possible 
ways in which this might be done: — 

(a) a convention by which the riparian States and any other State which 

wishes to adhere would pledge themselves to respect the continued 
demilitarisation of the Straits and the right of all nations to free passage 
for their ships and aircraft through and over them; 

(b) declarations by the riparian States or at least by Egypt and Israel that their 

intention is as stated under (a); 

(c) a United Nations resolution calling upon all concerned to act as under (a). 

In all this there is danger that Egypt might give the necessary assurances but would 
nullify them by insisting that the state of war allowed her to discriminate against 
Israel. If, as I believe, Israel’s military and naval potential in the Gulf of Aqaba 
is at least as good as Egypt’s, this danger may be less real. 

4. I should like you to discuss these ideas urgently, not only with Mr. Eban 
but also with the United States and other suitable delegations. For obvious 
reasons Her Majesty’s Government does not wish to appear as the champion of 
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Israel, and I should welcome an initiative by any of the countries not identified 
with the recent hostilities. Sweden, Canada and even India should be able to help. 
The United States are probably the key to a reasonably constructive United Nations 
discussion. I hope that they can be galvanised into some sort of action. Their 
tactics with us of saying “ Withdraw first and then we will discuss further action ” 
have probably added about two months to the period when the Canal will be 
blocked. It will be the height of folly if they do the same to the Israelis upon these 
issues. If they do not make a constructive contribution now they will have lost 
a great opportunity. They must realise that a mere return to the status quo would 
be disastrous. 

5. The timing of your discussions with various delegations will depend upon 
how soon a debate may take place. I should of course prefer you to begin with 
Eban, because his reactions may affect your subsequent conversations. 


VR 1081/13 (3) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 10) 

(No. 85. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 9,1957. 

I tackled Lodge about this last night at a small dinner I was giving for the 
Minister of State. At first he did no more than listen to the views expressed by 
the Permanent Representative of Canada and Sir Percy Spender. The former 
gave me no help. He took the line that the United Nations had decreed that 
Israel must withdraw and withdraw she must; this was a matter of moral principle. 
(Dr. MacKay added that it would not be understood in Canada if the Canadian 
Government seemed to tolerate the Israelis staying on in Sinai while they had 
insisted on our leaving Port Said.) 

2. Sir Percy Spender vigorously advocated a more realistic approach. As 
he saw it the Israelis had no intention of withdrawing from Sinai unless they could 
get some assurances about free use of the Gulf of Aqaba. There was moreover, in 
his view, a good case for some arrangement to secure that. This was a manageable 
problem which should be dealt with first. The more difficult problem of Gaza 
Strip being left for the present in abeyance. 

3. When I asked Lodge point blank what United States policy was, he said 
that he would have to consult Washington and went no further than to concede that 
a problem existed. But under pressure he agreed to refer to Washington my 
suggestion that our two delegations should pursue a study of the problem. 

4. I saw Mr. Eban this morning. He seemed pleased with the results of his 
soundings so far with delegations of the old Commonwealth, Europe and Latin 
America and believed that in view of his Government’s decision to withdraw 
Israeli forces to a new line east of El Arish the Secretary-General would not be 
putting in a report for the time being: and that the Afro-Asians would in 
consequence not call for a debate this week. (This news was confirmed in the 
course of the afternoon.) 

5. He said that the Secretary-General had already gone on record with two 
proposals: — 

(a) That U.N.E.F. would prevent renewal of interference with shipping while 

it was in Sinai, and 

(b) That a permanent arrangement was a desirable objective. But this 

Mr. Eban thought was not enough particularly as shipping interests, &c., 
were not likely to take any real interest in the new route unless its 
security was guaranteed. What he thought was required was that the 
Secretary-General should commit himself also to the view that U.N.E.F. 
should stay in Sinai until some permanent arrangement was made. If 
he could be got to report in that sense to the General Assembly the 
Israeli position would, Mr. Eban thought, be adequately covered. He 
evidently hankered after a debate in which a number of delegations 


SECRET 


SECRET 


43 


could record their agreement with the Secretary-General on this point. 
He admitted that it would be difficult to collect a two-thirds majority 
for the resolution in face of Arab opposition; whereas if the Secretary- 
General made a report on the lines desired this was unlikely to be 
rejected by the Assembly. 

6. His idea of a “ permanent arrangement ” was an international agreement 
concluded between the United States and other interested countries and providing 
guarantees for the preservation of free passage through the Tiran Straits. An 
Assembly resolution would never get the necessary two-thirds majority and would 
in any case be inadequate. 

7. From all this he concluded that the best plan of action from the point of 
view of Israel was that as many delegations as possible should bring pressure on 
the Secretary-General to draw up a report in the sense outlined above. He quite 
understood that the Secretary-General would not want to “ strike a bargain ” with 
him but thought a package deal was possible which would leave over the question of 
the Gaza Strip. He did not believe that the Americans were unsympathetic. 

8. Mr. Eban is often optimistic but as a first move in unravelling the 
complications his ideas seem to me to make sense. I propose therefore to sound 
out the Secretary-General at an early opportunity and to pursue the question on 
these lines with the United States Delegation if they agree to meet us. In speaking 
to the Secretary-General I do not propose to raise the point dealt with in 
paragraph 6. 


VR 1081/27 (4) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 16) 

(No. 151. Confidential) New York 

(Telegraphic) January 15, 1957. 

u/ learn from the United States Delegation that on instructions from 
Washington they saw Hammarskjold over the week-end and made the following 
points: — 

(1) the United States were in favour of stationing the United Nations Force 

on the Israeli-Egyptian border; 

(2) an element of the United Nations Force should be stationed at the tip of 

the Sinai Peninsula after the Israel withdrawal; 

(3) the United Nations Force should also be present in the Gaza strip; 

(4) the United States Government were anxious to see an early settlement of 

the Suez Canal dispute which would ensure freedom of passage for all 
shipping, including Israel shipping. 


VR 1081/31 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 17) 

. New York, 

telegraphic) January 16, 1957. 

Following is Secretary-General’s report on compliance with General Assembly 
Resolutions calling for withdrawal of troops and other measures. 

« 

I. 

I. A report on compliance with the General Assembly Resolutions of 
November 2-7, 1956, with particular reference to the withdrawal of forces, was 
submitted to the General Assembly by the Secretary-General on November 21, 
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1956, as document A/3384. At that time only limited withdrawals had taken place. 
On December 22, 1956, however, the withdrawal of the Anglo-French forces was 
completed, thus achieving full compliance with one aspect of the requirement 
defined in the four Resolutions of the General Assembly relating to withdrawal of 
forces. (Resolution 997 (ES-I) of November 2, 1956, Resolution 999 (ES-I) of 
November 4, 1956, Resolution 1002 (ES-I) of November 7, 1956, and Resolution 
A/RES/410 of November 24, 1956). Thereafter those aspects of compliance 
concerning withdrawal of forces have involved only Israel troops. 

2. An oral report on the extent of the withdrawal of Israel forces at that time 
and the further withdrawal in prospect, was presented by the Secretary-General 
at the 632nd meeting of the General Assembly on December 21, 1956. 

3. On the basis of the several relevant Resolutions, the Secretary-General has 
held extensive discussions with representatives of the Government of Israel, aiming 
at full compliance with the withdrawal requirements by the earliest possible date. 
In the course of these discussions, which have taken place since the letter of the 
representative of Israel of November 24, 1956, reported the first Israel withdrawal 
(A/3389 and A/3389/Add. 1), the Israel representatives have announced further 
withdrawals of Israel troops, which have occurred in phases as follows; — 

{a) On December 3, 1956, withdrawal from the Suez Canal area, along the 
length of the Canal, to a distance of some 59 kilom. 

(b) on January 7-8, 1957, withdrawal to a line roughly following meridian 

33 degrees 44 minutes, leaving no Israel forces west of El Arish. 

(c) On January 15 withdrawal eastward another 25 to 30 kilom., except in 

the area of Sharm Al-Shaikh. This phase involved the entry into 
El Arish and the St. Catherine Monastery of U.N.E.F. forces [sic] 
which have closely followed the Israel withdrawals. 

4. On January 14 the representative of Israel on behalf of his Government 
conveyed to the Secretary-General the following communication concerning an 
intended further withdrawal: — 

“ By January 22 the Sinai Desert will be entirely evacuated by Israel forces 
with the exception of the Sharm Al-Shaikh area, that is, the strip on the western 
coast of the Gulf of Aqaba which at present ensures freedom of navigation 
through the Straits of Tiran and in the Gulf. In connexion with the evacuation 
of this strip, the Government of Israel is prepared to enter forthwith into 
conversations with the Secretary-General.” 

The Commander of U.N.E.F. is to meet with the Commander of the Israel forces 
to make arrangements for carrying out this latest phase of the withdrawal. At this 
meeting the Israel commander will be requested to define the precise meaning of 
“ the Sharm Al-Shaikh area ” and “ the strip on the western coast of the Gulf of 

Aqaba ”. 

5. The intentions of the Government of Israel concerning compliance with 
the Resolutions by withdrawal of Israel forces from the Gaza strip have not yet 
been made known to the Secretary-General. 

II. 

6. The basic Resolution of the General Assembly on the Middle East crisis 
(Novembex 2, 1956) urged a prompt withdrawal of the forces of all parties to the 
armistice agreements behind the armistice lines and requested the Secretory-General 
“ to observe and report promptly on the compliance ” with the Resolution, for such 
further action as may be deemed appropriate in accordance with the Charter. The 
Resolution also covered other points of significance to progress toward improved 
conditions in the region. Thus in the same operative paragraph in which the request 
was made for a withdrawal of forces behind the armistice lines, the parties were 
urged “ to desist from raids across the armistice lines into neighbouring territory 
and to observe scrupulously the provisions of the armistice agreements^ The 
three points in this operative paragraph, while existing simultaneously within the 
terms of the paragraph, were not linked together conditionally. 

7. The request in the Resolution of November 2 that the Secretary-General 
observe and report on compliance was later added to in the Resolution of 
November 4 (Resolution 999 (ES-D) wherein the Secretary-General, with the 
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assistance of the Chief of Staff and the members of the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organisation is asked “ to obtain compliance of the withdrawal of all 
forces behind the armistice lines ”. The discussions with representatives of the 
Government of Israel, the results of which have been noted above, have been 
conducted on the basis of this mandate to the Secretary-General for taking action 
to achieve full implementation of the request for withdrawal. The Resolution of 
November 4 (Resolution 999 (ES-I)), asking the Secretary-General to undertake 
specific executive responsibilities, covered also the implementation of the cease-fire 
and the halting of the movement of military forces and arms into the area, but was 
not extended to the other points in the Resolution of November 2. 

8. In consequence of the intended withdrawal announced in the latest 
communication to the Secretary-General from the Government of Israel on 
January 14, 1957, the United Nations Emergency Force on January 22 will reach 
the armistice demarcation line wherever it follows the north-eastern boundary of 
the “ Sinai Desert ”. At that stage the last two points in operative paragraph 2 of 
the Resolution of November 2 will assume added importance. 

9. One of these points is the request for full observance of the provisions of 
the armistice agreements. This request makes it clear that the withdrawal of Israel 
forces must be behind the armistice line as it has been established in the Egypt- 
Israel agreement. In this context it is to be noted, therefore, that the Israel 
communication is silent about withdrawal from the Gaza strip which according to 
this armistice agreement, falls on the Egyptian side of the armistice demarcation 
line. Further discussions with the representatives of Israel are required on this 
point. 

10. The other point which is mentioned, together with the request for 
withdrawal, refers to raids across the armistice demarcation lines into 
neighbouring territory. Such raids are prohibited also in the armistice agreements. 
The call for general observance of these agreements reinforces the specific request 
to the parties to desist from raids. The cease-fire assurances given to the Secretary- 
General by the parties in April and May 1956 lent further legal solemnity to the 
relevant articles in the armistice agreements. 

11. The Truce Supervision Organisation established under the armistice 
agreements, as one of its main duties assists in the prevention of incursions and 
raids. It is in accord with the call for scrupulous observance of the armistice 
agreements for the parties to take all appropriate measures to give U.N.T.S.O. the 
support necessary to render it fully effective. It is a primary duty of the United 
Nations Emergency Force to supervise and enforce the cease-fire to which the 
parties committed themselves in response to the request of the General Assembly 
in the Resolution of November 2. Appropriate liaison should be es'tablished 
between these two United Nations auxiliary organisations. Further consideration 
may have to be given to the question of the extent'to which the force might assume 
responsibilities so far carried by the Truce Supervision Organisation. 

12. The Secretary-General considers that, in view of the serious developments 
which have taken place, it would assist the two United Nations organs and facilitate 
compliance with this specific point in the Resolution of November 2, if the parties 
Were formally to reconfirm their undertakings to desist from raids and to take 
active s'teps to prevent incursions. When full implementation of the request for 
withdrawal of forces behind the armistice line is ensured, such reaffirmations should, 
therefore, in the Secretary-General's view, be solicited from all the parties. 

13. The communication of January 14 from the Government of Israel, in 
making an exception for the Sharm Al-Shaikh area as ” the strip on the western 
coast of the Gulf of Aqaba which at present ensures freedom of navigation in the 
Straits of Tiran and in the Gulf ”, indicates that the evacuation of the strip is 
anticipated, although further conversations with the Secretary-General are 
suggested in connexion with this evacuation. The area referred to and the islands 
ppposite Sharm Al-Shaikh are Egyptian territory, or territory under Egyptian 
jurisdiction on the basis of an agreement with Saudi Arabia. Under the terms of 
the General Assembly Resolution, the forces should be withdrawn from these 
territories. The Israel declaration of November 8 stated that Israel would be willing 
to “ withdraw its forces from Egypt ” (A/3320). 

14. The international significance of the Gulf of Aqaba may be considered 
to justify the right of innocent passage through the Straits of Tiran and the Gulf 
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in accordance with recognised rules of International Law. The Secretary-General 
has not considered that a discussion of the various aspects of this matter, and its 
possible relation to the action requested in the General Assembly Resolutions on the 
Middle East crisis, falls within the mandate established for him in the Resolution of 
November 4. 

15. Like the cease-fire, withdrawal is a preliminary and essential phase in a 
development through which a stable basis may be laid for peaceful conditions in the 
area. When the General Assembly, in its various resolutions concerning the recent 
crisis in the Middle East, gave high priority to the cease-fire and the withdrawal, 
the position of the Assembly reflected both basic principles of the Charter and 
essential political considerations. 

16. The Assembly in taking this position in no way disregarded all the other 
aims which must be achieved in order to create m.ore satisfactory conditions than 
those prevailina during the period preceding the crisis. Some of these aims were 
mentioned by the Assembly. Others are to be found in previous decisions of the 
United Nations. All of them call for urgent attention. The basic function of the 
United Nations Emergency Force, “ to help maintain quiet ”, gives the force great 
value as a background for efforts toward resolving such pending problems, 
although it is not in itself a means to that end. 

17. It is essential that through prompt conclusion of the first phases of 
implementation of the General Assembly Resolutions, Member Governments 
should now be enabled to turn to the constructive tasks to which the establishment 
and the maintenance of the cease-fire, a full withdrawal of forces behind the 
armistice lines, a desisting from raids and scrupulous observance of the armistice 
agreements, should open the way. 


VR 1081/33 f6) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received January 17) 

(No. 178) York, 

(Telegraphic) January 16, 1957. 

Following is text of Arab-Asian Draft Resolution. 

The General Assembly, 

Recalling its Resolutions 997 (ES-1) of November 2, 1956, 998 (ES-1) of 
November 4,' 1956, 999 (ES-1) of November 4, 1956, 1002 of November 7, 1956, 
and A/RES/410 of November 24, 1956, 

Noting the Report of the Secretary-General on the 15th of January, 1957 
(A/3500), 

Notes with regret and concern the failure of Israel to comply with the terms 
of the above-mentioned Resolutions, 

Requests the Secretary-General to continue his efforts for a speedy and 
complete withdrawal by Israel in pursuance of the above-mentioned Resolutions, 
and to report on such compliance to the Assembly within five days. 


VR 1081/39 (7) 

TEXT OF SPEECH OF THE MINISTER OF STATE FOR FOREIGN 
AFFAIRS TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS ON THE ISRAELI WITHDRAWAL QUESTION 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received January 18) 

(No. 194) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 17, 1957. 

Mr. President, 

I should like at the outset of my remarks to make clear where my Government 
stands on the basic issues involved in the present discussion. 

At no time has my Government condoned the attack on Egypt launched by 
Israel on October 29. 
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My Government considered that the Government of Israel had very serious 
grievances against the Government of Egypt, but it does not consider, and it never 
did consider, that this justified the attack on Egypt. Still less, of course, has my 
Government ever considered that Israel was entitled to derive any territorial 
advantage from her attack on Egypt. 

These points were made quite clear at the time by the permanent representative 
of the United Kingdom in the Security Council. Speaking in the Council on 
October 31, for instance. Sir Pierson Dixon said this: — 

“ Let me state with emphasis that we do not and could not condone any 
Israeli action aimed at the occupation of positions in Egyptian territory. Let 
there be no misunderstanding about this. It is our view that Israel should 
withdraw its forces from their present positions as soon as this can be 
satisfactorily arranged ”. 

I could elaborate on this quotation, by reference to later statements here and 
in London. But that seems to me unnecessary. From what was said right at the 
outset in the Security Council it emerges, I think, quite clearly what the policy of 
my Government was in this matter of Israeli withdrawal. By that time, my 
Government and the Government of France had, of course, already announced 
their intention of taking emergency police action to separate the two opponents. 
This is not, I think, the occasion on which to go into the rights and wrongs of that 
decision. But one thing at least is certain. The General Assembly—and this surely 
is very fortunate—did not content itself with a purely negative policy. At the 
proposal of the Canadian Government, it set up an emergency force of its own and 
approved the role which the Secretary-General suggested should be given to it. 
It was because of that decision that we felt able to withdraw our forces from Egypt. 
We did this because we were confident that the United Nations Emergency Force 
would be enabled to fulfil all the purposes for which it was created and that for 
its part the General Assembly would be prepared to face squarely when the time 
came, the fundamental issues which must be dealt with if we are to avoid a return 
to the conditions of tension and instability which have increasingly threatened the 
peace of the Middle East. We have since witnessed a remarkable feat of 
improvised administration—a rapid build-up of the United Nations Force. The 
Force is now clearly an effective body. It should now be capable of carrying out 
all the functions entrusted to it including the securing of the cessation of hostilities. 
It is an all important duty of the United Nations’ action to secure the position 
between Israel and her Arab neighbours. 

We recognise that the withdrawal of Israeli forces will leave certain serious 
problems requiring urgent attention. By insisting on the withdrawal of these forces 
the United Nations inevitably assumes a responsibility for solving these problems. 
The overall task of the Assembly must be to see that hostilities do not break out 
again. We must see to it that new attacks across the armistice lines whether by 
Israeli forces or Egyptian forces or fedayeen elements cannot recur. This, in our 
view, makes it imperative that the United Nations Force should be so deployed as 
to prevent a recurrence of such attacks. 

The United Nations Force has, of course, been charged with far wider 
functions than merely supervising the cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal 
of forces behind armistice lines. It has inter alia to secure the cessation of 
hostilities in accordance with all the terms of the Assembly resolution of 
November 2 with which we are familiar. This means that the United Nations 
Force has responsibilities for ensuring against a resumption of hostilities in any 
form. The Secretary-General has made a most valuable suggestion on this point 
in paragraph 11 of his report. He suggests that further consideration might be 
given to the question of the extent to which the United Nations Force might assume 
responsibilities so far carried out by the Truce Supervision Organisation. Part of 
these responsibilities, of course, involve the prevention of incursions and raids on 
both sides of the armistice lines. We share the hopes of the United States delegate 
that the Secretary-General in his next report will be able to elaborate on this idea 
of deploying the United Nations Force to act as a shield to separate the parties at 
sensitive points. 

I also strongly support the recommendation of the Secretary-General in 
paragraph 12 of his report that the parties should formally reconfirm their 
Undertakings to desist from raids and to take active steps to prevent incursions. 
There have been reports that incursions in the past have not always been organised 
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by the Governments of the countries from which they took place. I am, therefore, 
in full agreement with the Secretary-General’s further proposal that these 
reaffirmations should be made by all the parties to the various armistice agreements. 
Then there is the problem of the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran which has, 
of course, previously engaged the attention of the Security Council. 

Her Majesty’s Government would support any acceptable form of 
internationalisation or any other arrangements guaranteeing free passage through 
the Straits and the Gulf to which Jordan no less than Israel would be entitled. As 
I understand the position of the Government of Israel it is not trying to strike a 
bargain with the United Nations. That is something to the good. But it must 
surely be the aim of the United Nations and of the United Nations Emergency 
Force to see that the cease-fire is observed and maintained all round. It must be 
their objective to prevent a recurrence of hostile activities. It seems to me, 
therefore, that this is a problem for which a solution can be found. 

Then there is the question of Gaza. 

Her Majesty’s Government have already stated unequivocably that in their 
view Israeli forces should be withdrawn from the Gaza Strip in accordance with 
the Assembly’s resolution. We welcome the indications in the Secretary-General’s 
report that he will be having further discussions with the representatives of Israel 
on proposals for arrangements for the Gaza Strip. We must, I think, all recognise 
the need to establish some more permanent arrangement which will ensure the 
maintenance of peaceful conditions in this particular sensitive area. The present 
view of my Government is that the Gaza Strip might perhaps come under some 
form of international administration and control. I do not, however, wish to 
pursue this suggestion to-day since the Secretary-General will no doubt be 
reporting again after his further conversations on this subject. 

Mr. President, the problems I have outlined are not the only ones which remain 
in the Middle East. We are all acutely aware of the need to reopen the Suez Canal 
to world shipping with the utmost speed and to restore secure freedom of navigation 
in accordance with this Assembly’s resolution of November 2. 

The other outstanding problem of the area is the question of settling the 
dispute between Israel and the Arab States. Our attitude towards Israel is based 
on the fact that a Jewish State in Palestine was brought into being in accordance 
with the will of the United Nations General Assembly. The United Kingdom 
delegation did not vote for the resolution of November 1947. Nevertheless we 
respected the wishes of the majority of member States and Israel is a member State 
of the United Nations. Looking to the future we will support any settlement of the 
Palestine problem that can be obtained through the United Nations or by any other 
means provided that it takes care, in a manner consistent with justice, of the 
question not only of the frontiers of the Arab States with Israel but the future of 
the Arab refugees—and provided, of course, that it offers a prospect of permanent 
peace and stability in the area. 

In approaching this problem we must recognise that there is a widespread 
suspicion and fear in the past of the Arab States that Israel will in future seek 
to expand. Any settlement must, in our view, be such as to remove these suspicions 
and these fears. I shall now turn, Mr. President, to the draft resolution before 
us which, as I understand it, requests the Secretary-General in five days to report 
to the Assembly on the result of his further efforts to ensure full compliance on the 
part of Israel. 

The attitude of Her Majesty’s Government as regards the general intention 
behind this draft resolution has, I hope, been made clear by what I have said. As 
regards its wording, there is one point I should make. The first preambular 
paragraph lists a number of earlier resolutions against certain of which my 
delegation felt obliged to vote at the time. This was because they contained 
references to the action of Her Majesty’s Government and the French Government. 
We shall, however, vote for the present draft resolution as a whole understanding 
that these earlier references relate to those provisions concerning the withdrawal 
of Israeli forces. 
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VR 1081/72 (8) 

report of SECRETARY-GENERAL, UNITED NATIONS, ON ISRAELI 

WITHDRAWAL, U.N.E.F., &c. 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 26) 

(No. 285) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 25, 1957. 

Following is Secretary-General’s report issued to-day. 

1. In the resolution adopted on January 19, 1957, the General Assembly, 
after recalling its resolutions of November 2, 4, 7 and 24, 1956, requested the 
Secretary-General “ to continue his efforts for securing the complete withdrawal of 
Israel in pursuance of the above-mentioned resolutions and to report on such 
completion to the General Assembly within five days ”. 

2. In pursuance of the resolution of January 19, the Secretary-General held 
further discussions on withdrawal with the representative of the Government of 
Israel on January 20 and 23. On January 23, the Government of Israel presented 
Its views in an aide-memoire on the Israel position on the Sharm-el-Shaikh area 
and the Gaza Strip ”. This aide-memoire is circulated as a separate document 
(A/3511). 

3. At the expiration of the time limit set by the resolution for the Secretary- 
General to report to the General Assembly, Israel has not fully complied with the 
requests of the General Assembly for withdrawal. The present situation following 
the latest phase in the withdrawal of Israel forces on January 22, 1957, is shown 
On the map in the attached annex. IMap follows by bag.] 

4. The views of the Secretary-General on the urgency of the prompt 
conclusion of the first phases of implementation of th^e General Assembly 
resolutions as expressed in the previous report (A/3500) remain firm. The further 
comments he considers it desirable to make are presented independently in part 
two of the present report. 

5. In its efforts to help toward solutions of the pending problems in the area 
United Nations actions must be governed by principle and must be in accordance 
with International Law and valid international agreements. For his part the 
Secretary-General in carrying out the policies of the United Nations must act with 
scrupulous regard for the decisions of the General Assembly, the Security Council 
and the other principal organs. It may be useful to note the implications of the 
foregoing for the actions of the United Nations and of the Secretary-General in 
the present situation. In this regard it would seem that the following points are 
generally recognised as non-controversial in the determination of the limits within 
which the activities of the United Nations can be properly developed. Within 
their scope positive United Nations measures in the present issue, rendered possible 
by full compliance with the General Assembly resolutions, can be and have to be 
developed which would represent effective progress toward the creation of peaceful 
conditions in the regions. 

(a) The United Nations cannot condone a change of the status juris resulting 
from military action contrary to the provisions of the Charter. The 
organisation must therefore maintain that the status juris existing prior 
to such military action be re-established by a withdrawal of troops 
and by the relinquishment or nullification of rights asserted in territories 
covered by the military action and depending upon it. 

ib) The use of military force by the United Nations, other than that under 
Chapter VII of the Charter, requires the consent of the States in which 
the force is to operate. Moreover such use must be undertaken and 
developed in a manner consistent with the principles mentioned under 
(a) above. It must, furthermore, be impartial in the sense that it does 
not serve as a rneans to force settlement, in the interest of one party, 
of political conflicts or legal issues recognised as controversial. 

(c) United Nations actions must respect fully the rights of member 
Governments recognised in the Charter and international agreements 
not contrary to the aims of the Charter which are concluded in exercise 
of those rights. 
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6. Point [a) above, in general terms, is dearly reflected in the various decisions 
of the General Assembly on withdrawal of troops behind the Armistice lines. Its 
further consequences with respect to de facto situations of a non-military nature in 
various territories will require consideration in later parts of this report in 
connexion specifically with the bearing of point (c) above, on the cases at issue. 

7. Point (b) above finds expression in the second and final report on the 
United Nations Emergency Force (A/3302, paragraphs 8 and 12) from which the 
following passages may be quoted. “ It follows from its (UNEF’s) terms of 
reference that there is no intent in the establishment of the force to influence the 
military balance in the present conflict and thereby the political balance affecting 
efforts to settle the conflict”. Further ‘‘nor, moreover, should the force have 
military functions exceeding those necessary to secure peaceful conditions on the 
assumption that the parties to the conflict take all necessary steps for compliance 
with the recommendations of the General Assembly ”. 

8. Point (c) is reflected in the resolution of the General Assembly of 
November 2, 1956, wherein the parties are urged to observe scrupulously the 
Armistice Agreements. 

9. In considering the situation in Gaza the following should be taken into 
account. 

10. Article V of the Egyptian-Israeli Armistice Agreement provides that the 
Armistice line established in Article VI “ is not to be construed in any sense as a 
political or territorial boundary and is delineated without prejudice to rights, claims 
and positions of either party to the Armistice as regards ultimate settlement of the 
Palestine question ”. It goes on to say that “ the basic purpose of the Armistice 
Demarcation Line is to delineate the line beyond which the armed forces of the 
respective parties shall not move . . . ”. 

11. Although the Armistice line thus does not create any new rights for the 
parties on either side it resulted in a de facto situation by leaving the “ control ” 
(see Article VII) of the territory in the hands of the Government the military forces 
of which were there in accordance with the stipulations of the Armistice control in 
this case obviously must be considered as including administration and security. 

12. In Article IV it is recognised that rights, claims or interests of a non¬ 
military character in the area of Palestine covered by the Agreement may be 
asserted by either party and that these by mutual agreement being excluded from 
the Armistice negotiations shall be at the discretion of the parties the subject of 
later settlement. It follows that the de facto administrative situation created under 
the Armistice may be challenged as contrary to the rights, claims or interests of 
one of the parties but that it can be legally changed only through settlement 
between the parties. 

13. The Armistice Agreement was signed by both parties and according to 
Article XII remains in force until a peaceful settlement between them is achieved. 
It was approved by the Security Council. Whatever arrangements the United 
Nations may now wish to make in order to further progress towards peaceful 
conditions, the Agreement must be fully respected by it. Thus the United Nations 
cannot recognise a change of the de facto situation created under Article VI of 
the Agreement unless the change is brought about through settlement between the 
parties, nor of course can it lend its assistance to the maintenance of a de facto 
situation contrary to the one created by the Armistice Agreement. These 
considerations exclude the United Nations from accepting Israel control over the 
area even if it were of a non-military character. They would also exclude the 
deployment of the UNEF necessary in the absence of Israel troops if such 
arrangements as those proposed by the Government of Israel were to be 
implemented. 

14. Deployment of UNEF in Gaza under the resolutions of the General 
Assembly would have to be on the same basis as its deployment along the Armistice 
line in the Sinai Peninsula. Any broader function for it in that area, in view of 
the terms of the Armistice Agreement and a recognised principle of International 
Law, would require the consent of Egypt. A widening of the United Nations 
administrative responsibilities in the area beyond its responsibilities for the refugees 
would likewise have to be based on agreement with Egypt. It follows, therefore, 
that although the United Nations General Assembly would be entitled to 
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recommend the establishment of a United Nations Administration and to request 
negotiations in order to implement such an arrangement it would lack authority 
in that recommendation unilaterally to require compliance. 

15. In its first article the Armistice Agreement between Egypt and Israel 
provides that no aggressive action by the armed forces—land, sea or air—of either 
party shall be undertaken, planned or threatened against the people or the armed 
forces of the other. The same article establishes the right of each party to its 
security and freedom from fear of attack by the armed forces of the other. This 
article assimilates the Armistice Agreement to a non-aggression pact providing 
for mutual and full abstention from belligerent acts. A restoration of relations 
between the parties more stable than those now prevailing can therefore be based 
On a reaffirmation of this article of the Armistice Agreement. It is natural to 
envisage that such a reaffirmation should extend also to other clauses of the 
Armistice Agreement especially to those on which the substance has an immediate 
bearing on the state of tension prevailing at the outbreak of the crisis. The 
Secretary-General in this context wishes to draw attention specifically to 
Articles VII and VIII which provide for restrictions on the deployment of the 
military forces of the parties along both sides of the Armistice Demarcation Line. 
The provisions of Articles VII and VIII have been undermined progressively by 
the developments in recent years and at the beginning of the crisis not being 
fulfilled. There is universal recognition that the condition of affairs of which 
this deterioration formed part should not be permitted to return. Renewed full 
implementation of the clauses of the Armistice Agreement obviously presumes 
such an attitude on the part of the Governments concerned and such supporting 
measures as would guarantee a return to the state of affairs envisaged in the 
Armistice Agreement and avoidance of the state of affairs into which conditions, 
due to a lack of compliance with the Agreement, progressively deteriorated. 

16. Whatever the state of non-compliance with the Armistice Agreement in 
general before the crisis it would seem apparent that a by-passing of that Agreement 
now would seriously impede efforts to lay the foundation for progress" towards 
solutions of pending problems. A return to full implementation of Articles VII and 
VIII would be a valuable step toward reduction of tension and the establishment 
of peaceful conditions in the region. The provisions in these articles were the 
result of careful analysis of the military situation and the objectives defined in the 
course of the Armistice negotiations should still have validity as steps in the desired 
direction. If the military clauses of the Armistice Agreement were again to be 
fully implemented this would have important positive bearing on other problems 
in the regions. 

17. According to Article VII, Egyptian “defensive forces” only may be 
maintained in the area of the Western front under Egyptian control. All other 
Egyptian forces shall be withdrawn from this area to a point or points no further east 
than El Arish-Abou Aoueigila. According to the same article Israel “ defensive 
forces ” only which shall be based on the settlements may be maintained in the 
area of the Western front under Israel control. All other Israel forces shall be 
withdrawn from this area to a point or points north of the line delineated in the 
special memorandum of November 13, 1948, on the implementation of the 
resolution of the Security Council of November 4, 1948. The definition of 
“ defensive forces ” is given in an annex to the agreement. 

18. Article VIII of the Agreement provides that an area comprising the 
village of el Auja and vicinity as defined in the article shall be demilitarised and 
that both Egyptian and Israel armed forces shall be totally excluded therefrom. 
The article further provides that on the Egyptian side of the frontier facing the 
el Auja area no Egyptian defensive positions shall be closer to el Auja than 
el Qouseima and Abou Aoueigila. It also states that the road Taba-Qouseima-Auja 
shall not be employed by any military forces whatsoever “ for the purpose of 
entering Palestine ”. 

19. The Agreement provides that the execution of its provisions shall be 
supervised by the Mixed Armistice Commission established under it and that the 
headquarters of the Commission shall be maintained in el Auja. 

20. The United Nations Emergency Force is deployed at the dividing line 
between the forces of Israel and Egypt. The General Assembly concurred in 
paragraph 12 of the Secretary-General’s “second and final report” (A/3302) 
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which specifically referred to the deployment of the force on only one side of the 
Armistice line. On this basis the force would have units in the Gaza area as well 
as opposite el Auja. With demilitarisation of the el Auja zone in accordance with 
the Armistice Agreement it might be indicated that the force should have units 
stationed also on the Israel side of the Armistice demarcation line, at least in 
that zone. Such deployment which would require a new decision by the General 
Assembly would have the advantage of the force being in a position to assume 
the supervisory duties of the Truce Supervision Organisation in all the territory 
where that organisation now functions under the Armistice Agreement between 
Egypt and Israel. In both Gaza and el Auja the functions of the Truce Supervision 
Organisation and the force would somewhat overlap if such an arrangement were 
not to be made. As an arrangement of this kind was not foreseen by the Armistice 
Agreement it obviously would require the consent of the two parties to that 
Agreement. Such mutual consent might be given to the United Nations directly, 
especially since the arrangement would be on an ad hoc basis. 

21. The implementation of Articles VII and VIII of the Agreement would at 
present be facilitated by the fact that there are no Egyptian military positions in the 
area under consideration and that therefore implementation by Israel does not 
require a simultaneous withdrawal of military units on the Egyptian side. The 
condition which must be fulfilled in order to establish reciprocity would be 
Egyptian assurance that Egyptian forces will not take up positions in the area 
in contravention of Articles VII and VIII. Up to now Egypt has moved into 
Sinai only small police units which have been considered necessary in support 
of the re-established local civil administrations. 

22. As indicated in the previous report (A/3500), the United Nations 
Emergency and the Truce Supervision Organisation with their respective 
responsibilities for the cease-fire should co-operate in the prevention of incursions 
and raids across the Armistice Demarcation Lines. It was further indicated in 
the same report that once the withdrawal is ensured in implementation of the 
General Assembly resolution of November 2, 1956, formal assurance should be 
solicited from the parties to desist from raids and to take active measures to 
prevent incursions. In the course of the discussions which have taken place since 
the circulation of this report the Secretary-General has been informed of the desire 
of the Government of Egypt that all raids and incursions across the Armistice 
Line in both directions be brought to an end and that United Nations auxiliary 
organs afford effective assistance to that effect. 

23. In connexion with the question of Israel withdrawal from the Sharm al 
Shaikh area attention has been directed to the situation in the Gulf of Aqaba and 
the Straits of Tiran. This matter is of longer duration and not directly related to 
the present crisis. The concern now evinced in it, however, calls for consideration 
of the legal aspects of the matter as a problem in its own right. It follows from 
principles guiding the United Nations that the Israel military action and its 
consequences should not be elements influencing the resolution. 

24. As stated in the previous report (A/3500) the international significance 
of the Gulf of Aqaba may be considered to justify the right of innocent passage 
through the Straits of Tiran and the Gulf in accordance with recognised rules of 
International Law. However, in its commentary to Article 17 of the Articles of 
the Law of the Sea (A/3159, page 20) the International Law Commission reserved 
consideration of the question “ what would be the legal position of straits forming 
part of the territorial sea of one or more States and constituting the sole means 
of access to the port of another State? ”. This description applies to the Gulf of 

Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. A legal controversy exists as to the extent of 
the right of innocent passage through these waters. 

25. Under these circumstances it is indicated that whatever rights there may 
be in relation to the Gulf and the Straits such rights be exercised with restraint 
on all sides. Any possible claims of belligerent rights should take into account 
the international interests involved and, therefore, if asserted should be limited to 
clearly non-controversial situations. 

26. The Security Council in its resolution of September 1, 1951, concerning 
passage of international commercial shipping and goods through the Suez Canal 
considered “ that since the Armistice regime which has been in existence nearly 
two and a half years is of a permanent character neither party can reasonably 
assert that it actively is a belligerent or requires to exercise the right of visit, search 
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and seizure for any legitimate purposes of self-defence ”, a basis on which the 
Council called upon Egypt to terminate the restrictions on the passage of 
international commercial shipping and goods through the Suez Canal. This 
general finding of the Security Council has a direct bearing on the question here 
under consideration. It remains valid and warrants corresponding conclusions as 
long as the assumptions defined by the Council remain correct. However in later 
years an ever widening non-compliance with the Armistice Agreement has 
developed ending in the Israel military action of October 29, 1956, as a result of 
which Israel still has military forces on Egyptian territory contrary to the .Armistice 
Agreement. It may further be noted that Israel in its communication of January 23, 
1957, makes proposals concerning the Gaza Strip which cannot be reconciled with 
maintaining the validity of the Armistice Agreement. 

27. The Armistice regime may be considered as operative at least in part 
provided, forces are withdrawn behind the Armistice lines even if non-compliance 
were to continue in relation to other substantive clauses of the Armistice 
Agreement. It follows from the finding of the Security Council in 1951 that under 
such circumstances the parties to the Armistice Agreement may be considered as 
not entitled to claim any belligerent rights. Were the substantive clauses of the 
Armistice Agreement, especially Articles VII and VIII, again to be implemented 

‘ the case against all acts of belligerency which is based on the existence of the 
Armistice regime would gain full cogency. With such a broader implementation 
of the Armistice Agreement the parties should be asked to give assurances that 
on the basis established they will not assert any belligerent rights (including of 
course such rights in the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran). 

28. As a conclusion from paragraphs 24 to 27 it may be held that in a 
situation where the Armistice regime is partly operative by observance of the 
provisions of the Armistice Agreement concerning the Armistice lines, possible 
claims to rights of belligerency would be at least so much in doubt that, having 
regard for the general international interest at stake, no such claims should be 
exercised in the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. Such a de facto position 
if taken obviously would be part of efforts to re-establish as complete an Armistice 
regime as possible and as such would be detached from the policy of implementation 
of an unconditional General Assembly request for withdrawal behind the Armistice 
lines. The situation resulting from such a position should be stabilised when the 
Armistice Agreement is more fully implemented. 

29. Israel troops on their withdrawal from Sharm al Shaikh area would be 
followed by the United Nations Emergency Force in the same way as in other 
parts of Sinai. The duties of the Force in respect of the cease-fire and the 
withdrawal will determine its movements. However, if it is recognised that there 
is a need for such an arrangement it may be agreed that units of the Force (or 
special representatives in the nature of observers) would assist in maintaining quiet 
in the area beyond what follows from this general principle. In accordance with 
the general legal principles recognised as decisive for the deployment of the United 
Nations Emergency Force the Force should not be used so as to prejudge the 
solution of the controversial questions involved. The UNEF thus is not to be 
deployed in such a way as to protect any special position on these questions 
although, at least transitionally, it may function in support of mutual restraint in 
accordance with the foregoing. 

30. In the last report (A/3500), it was stated as essential that through prompt 
conclusion of the first phases of implementation of the General Assembly 
resolutions, member Governments should now be enabled to turn to the 
constructive tasks to which the establishment and the maintenance of the cease¬ 
fire, a full withdrawal of forces behind the armistice lines, a desisting from raids 
and scrupulous observance of the Armistice Agreements, should open the way. 

31. The report paid special attention to the problem of raids. In the debate 
following its presentation concern was expressed about the problems which might 
arise in connexion with the withdrawal of Israel forces from the residual areas 
held at Gaza and at Sharm-al-Shaikh. These latter issues, and the Israel views on 
the manner in which they might be met, have been the subject of the communication 
of January 23 from the Government of Israel (A/3511). 

32. In the present report to the General Assembly on the situation now 
prevailing, the Secretary-General has endeavoured to clarify both the limits on 
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United Nations action set by considerations of principle and law, and the directions 
in which such action might be usefully developed in the case of the two last 
mentioned problems and related questions. The basis for doing so has been 
primarily the Armistice Agreement between Egypt and Israel, scrupulous 
observance of which was requested by the General Assembly in its resolution of 
November 2, 1956. The Secretary-General believes that the concern expressed 
in the General Assembly debate in connexion with the final withdrawal can be 
met in a satisfactory manner within the obligation resting on the United Nations 
to base its action on principle, on International Law and International Agreements. 
A development of United Nations action, as indicated, would represent a 
significant step in preparation of further constructive measures, 

33. Among the further problems which require the attention of the General 
Assembly it is natural in this context to draw attention specifically to the refugee 
question. In this connexion, the development of the situation in Gaza may require 
special attention and may impose added responsibilities on the United Nations. 

34. It is essential that forthcoming efforts, aimed at continued progress, 
should concentrate on concrete issues. They should maintain the momentum 
gained during the preceding phase, as illustrated by the rapid development both of 
the United Nations Emergency Force and of the Canal clearing operation. This 
will require from the parties a willingness to co-operate with the United Nations 
toward objectives transcending the immediate issues at stake. Practically all of 
these issues are complicated and delicate. They might develop into serious 
stumbling-blocks if they are not approached in a constructive spirit seeking 
essentials. Progress will not be possible if temporary complications of narrow 
scope are permitted to divert attention from solutions of wide significance. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received January 29) 

(No. 310) New York. 

(Telegraphic) January 28. 1957. 

Following is text of statement by Mr. Lodge in Middle East debate to-day: 

As we have said before, the United States thinks that Israel must withdraw 
its forces without further delay. Immediately thereafter the United Nations 

Emergency Force should move in behind the withdrawing Israeli forces in order 
to assure the maintenance of the cease-fire and to safeguard the Armistice 
Agreement. This is the essential basis for creating peaceful conditions. 

We have studied the Secretary-General’s report with great care, and we have 
concluded that the measures which he suggests are fair and practicable. They are 
in fact essential. The report is positive and constructiye. It fully justifies our 
trust and confidence in the Secretary-General. The carrying out of his suggestions 
will mark a turning point in the unhappy history of this problem. 

Without necessarily endorsing all the legal points contained in his report, the 
United States does endorse the basic premise upon which the Secretary-General 
bases his recommendations. We believe that the United Nations Emergency Force 
should co-operate with the U.N.T.S.O. We agree that strict observance by both 
Egypt and Israel of the provisions of the Armistice Agreement, and the fullest 

respect for the resolutions of the Security Council and the General Assembly, are 
the keys to the restoration of peace and stability. Under the agreement and 
pursuant to the Security Council’s decisions, neither side may assert any belligerent 
rights, much less engage in hostile action. 

Under the Armistice Agreement also there is a clear legal basis for a separation 
of the armed forces of the two sides. The deployment of the United Nations 
Emergency Force must, as the Secretary-General recommends, be such as to assure 
that this separation is achieved. That is why the United States stronely supports 
the Secretary-General’s recommendations concerning the deployment of the United 
Nations Emergency Force on both sides of the Armistice lines, particularly with 
regard to the sensitive positions in the Gaza and El Auja sectors. 
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We believe that it is essential that units of the United Nations Emergency Force 
be stationed at the Straits of Tiran in order to achieve there the separation of 
Egyptian and Israeli land and sea forces. This separation is essential until it is 
clear that the non-exercise of any claimed belligerent rights has established in 
practice the peaceful conditions which must govern navigation in waters having such 
an international interest. All of this would, of course, be without prejudice to any 
ultimate determination which may be made of any legal questions concerning the 
Gulf of Aqaba. 

The United States hopes that this General Assembly will give decisive support 
to these and other recommendations set forth in the report. We believe the 
Secretary-General should be authorised to carry out these measures immediately 
upon the withdrawal of Israeli forces. 

I cannot emphasise too strongly, Mr. President, one point which seems 
paramount to the United States Government. Surely this Assembly would not be 
satisfied with the return to the unsatisfactory conditions which helped to bring about 
the recent hostilities. But it must be clear to all that the sort of assurances that are 
sought in this connexion can be given effect—and they must be given effect—only 
after Israel completes the withdrawal of its forces behind the Armistice lines. 

Let me conclude by appealing to the parties directly concerned to recognise 
that the success of United Nations action rests upon compliance by each of them 
with the resolutions of the General Assembly, the provisions of the Armistice 
Agreement and the decisions of the Security Council. The United Nations 
Emergency Force is carrying out its important mission for the benefit of both 
Israel and Egypt with the full authority of the General Assembly, to which it is 
responsible. Under the circumstances, neither side should seek unilaterally to 
impede the operations of the United Nations Emergency Force. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 1) 

(No. 346. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) January 31.1957. 

Following is text of main resolution. 

The General Assembly, 

Having received the report of the Secretary-General of January 24, 1957 
(A/3512), 

Recognising that withdrawal by Israel must be followed by action which would 
secure progress towards the creation of peaceful conditions: — 

(1) Notes with appreciation the Secretary-General’s report and the measures 

therein to be carried out upon Israel’s complete withdrawal. 

(2) Calls upon the Governments of Egypt and Israel scrupulously to observe 

the provisions of the 1949 Armistice Agreement. 

(3) Considers that, after full withdrawal of Israeli forces from the Sharm-Al- 

Sheikh and Gaza areas, the scrupulous maintenance of the Armistice 
Agreement requires the placing of the United Nations Emergency Force 
on the Egyptian-lsraeli Armistice (Demarcation) Line and the 
implementation of other measures as proposed in the Secretary- 
General’s report, with due regard to the consideration set out therein 
with a view to assist in achieving situations conducive to the maintenance 

of peaceful conditions there. 

(4) Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with the parties concerned, 

to take steps to carry out these measures and to report, as appropriate, 
to the General Assembly. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 2) 

(No. 357) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 1, 1957. 

Following is text of first resolution. 

The General Assembly, 

Recalling its resolutions 997 (ES-I) of November 2, 1956, 998 (ES-I) and 
999 (ES-I) of November 4, 1956, 1002 (ES-I) of November 7, 1956, A/RES/410 of 
November 24, 1956, and A/RES/453 of January 19, 1957. 

1. Deplores the non-compliance of Israel to complete its withdrawal behind 
the armistice demarcation line despite the repeated requests of the General 

Assembly. 

2. Calls upon Israel to complete its withdrawal behind the armistice 
demarcation line without delay. 


VR 1081/95 (12) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 2) 

(No. 358) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 1, 1957. 

Following is text of second resolution. 

The General Assembly, 

Having received the report of the Secretary-General of January 24, 1957, 
(A/3512). 

Recognising that withdrawal by Israel must be followed by action which would 
assure progress towards the creation of peaceful conditions. 

1. Notes with appreciation the Secretary-General’s report and the measures 
therein to be carried out upon Israel’s complete withdrawal. 

2. Calls upon the Governments of Egypt and Israel scrupulously to observe 
the provisions of the 1949 Armistice Agreement. 

3. Considers that after full withdrawal of Israel from the Sharm El-Sheikh 
and Gaza areas the scrupulous maintenance of the armistice agreement requires 
the placing of the United Nations Emergency Force on the Egyptian-Israeli 
armistice demarcation line and the implementation of other measures as proposed 
in the Secretary-General's report with due regard to the considerations set out 
therein with a view to assist in achieving situations conducive to the maintenance 
of peaceful conditions in the area. 

4. Requests the Secretary-General in consultation with the parties concerned 
to take steps to carry out these measures and to report as appropriate to the General 

Assembly. 


VR 1081/97 (13) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received February 3) 


(No. 365) 

(Telegraphic) 

Following is text of speech 


New York, 

Fehruarv 2, 1957. 

made by Mr. Lodge this morning. 


Mr. President and Fellow Delegates, 

The United States has participated in extensive consultations in the last few 
days in order to reach a just and constructive solution of the difficult problems which 
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confront us. These consultations have revealed clearly that a very large number 
of members of this Assembly are convinced of two things: 

First, Israel must withdraw behind the armistice line without further delay in 
accordance with the resolutions of the General Assembly. 

Second, there must be positive action with assures progress towards the 
creation of peaceful conditions in the region. 

The two resolutions now before the Assembly reflect these sentiments. We 
believe their adoption will go far to assure achievement of these two objectives. 

The first resolution represents the position consistently taken by the United 
States and almost unanimously by the Assembly that the withdrawal of all remaining 
Israeli forces must be completed without further delay. We appreciate the necessity 
of avoiding the return to the conditions that prevailed prior to the recent hostilities. 
But we are convinced that the measures to restore peaceful conditions in the area 
as required by the armistice agreement and the relevant decisions of the Security 

Council and the General Assembly, should be taken upon the withdrawal of all 
Israeli forces behind the armistice line. We do not believe that any member is 
entitled to exact a price for his compliance with the elementary principle of this 
organisation, that all members shall refrain from the use of force against the 
territorial integrity of any State or in any other manner inconsistent with the 
purposes of the United Nations. The United States again urges Israel to heed the 
call of the General Assembly and promptly complete the withdrawal of its forces. 

We recognise, however, that such withdrawal will not assure tranquility in 
troubled areas where there are conflicting claims. So we join in proposing the 
second resolution. This deals with the measures set forth in the Secretary-General’s 
report (A/3512). It also accords with the position consistently taken by the United 
States and expressed by a majority of the General Assembly. Upon the withdrawal 
of Israeli forces, the United Nations Emergency Force should continue to move 
into the areas being evacuated by Israeli forces, in order to assure the implementation 
of the November 2 resolution of the General Assembly. This was the case when 
previous withdrawals were effected. It worked well then; it should work well now. 
What we suggest to-day therefore is not new. It is a continuation of a procedure 
which has been highly satisfactory. 

I stated on January 28, that the United States believes that “ Strict observance 
by both Egypt and Israel of the provisions of the armistice agreement and the fullest 
respect for the resolutions of the Security Council and the General Assembly are 
the keys to the restoration of peace and stability”. To be effective, the United 
Nations Emergency Force must serve as a restraint against any attempt to exercise 
belligerent rights or to engage in hostile actions contrary to the armistice agreement, 
the decisions of the Security Council and the resolutions of the General Assembly. 

The United Nations Emergency Force can best fulfil its mission and exercise 
such restraining influence if, as proposed in the Secretary-General’s report, it is 

deployed on both sides of the arrnistice line, particularly in the sensitive Gaza and 
El Auja sectors. This will enable it to co-operate most effectively in the supervisory 
duties of the Truce Supervision Organisation in those areas where the organisation is 
authorised to function under the armistice agreement and the relevant resolution of 
the Security Council. 

Again, with regard to Gaza, the United States supports the Secretary-General’s 
recommendation. The Secretary-General should, through a mission of his selection, 
supervise the withdrawal of the present civil administration in the Gaza Strip and 
take steps to assure that incursions or raids across the armistice line in the Gaza 
area will not take place. The second resolution would provide for carrying out 
these measures. 

As 1 also stated on January 28, the United States believes that ” It is essential 
that units of the United Nations Emergency Force be stationed at the Straits of Tiran 
in order to achieve there the separation of Egyptian and Israeli land and sea forces. 
This separation is essential until it is clear that the non-exercise of any claimed 

(belligerent rights has established in practice the peaceful conditions which must 
govern navigation in waters having such an international interest. All of this would 
of course be without prejudice to any ultimate determination which may be made 
of any legal questions concerning the Gulf of Aqaba ”. The second resolution 
reflects this position taken by the United States in my statement of January 28. 
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The adoption of the second resolution now before the Assembly would place 
the authority of the General Assembly behind the speedy implementation of the 
measures proposed in the report of the Secretary-General. The United States 
strongly supports this resolution. It deserves the largest possible support from 
the General Assembly. 

Mr. President, the United States requests that the two resolutions be considered 

together, that the second resolution be put to the vote immediately after the first, 
and understand that this will be done. The adoption of either one without the other 

would jeopardise the achievement of the objectives set forth in the resolution of 
November 2, and would not promote peace and stability in the region. 

Mr. President, before I take my seat, let me say this very frankly to the members 
of the Assembly. There is no doubt that these are not perfect documents. For 
one thing, they are the work of human beings .... which of course is guarantee 
enough against perfection. For another thing, they are the product of compromise. 
But they do contain the words which will make possible the events of which I have 
just spoken. They do therefore contain the words which can lead away from 
hostilities and towards an era of peace in this part of the world . ... if the parties 
desire to abide by these words. 

Of course this is a crucial “ if ” in anything that we contemplate here in the 

General Assembly on any subject. We are not engaged here in running a world 
government or a super-State which passes resolutions having the force of law. We 
are a forum engaged in passing resolutions which can have great influence. What we 
do is hortatory and recommendatory. And the final result is up to the parties. 

We hope they will fall in with this plan which can mean so much to them and 
to the world. We see encouraging signs. Passage of these resolutions represents 
our effort to persuade them to do so. It is an effort which all of us who are members 
of the General Assembly are—so it seems to the United States—bound to make. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 3) 

(No. 367) 

(Telegraphic) February 2, 1957. 

Following is text of speech delivered by Minister of State for Foreign Affairs 
this evening. 

When I spoke in the last debate on this subject on January 18, I set out the 
position of my Government in regard to the basic issues underlying the present 
difficulties. I shall not cover that ground again now. I shall confine myself to the 
developments since the General Assembly passed its resolution on January 19 asking 
the Secretary-CJeneral to prepare the report which we now have before us. 

I wish to join in the tribute which so many others have already paid to our 
Secretary-General for the earnestness and penetration which he has once again 
shown in drawing up a document of this importance in so short a time. He has 
set out in a masterly way the measures which can be taken at this time to establish 
and maintain peaceful conditions in the area of the recent conflict between Israel 
and Egypt. 

Of course there are many other problems which will have to be solved in any 
final settlement, but our immediate problem, is the more limited one which I have 
just mentioned. 

Now we also have the Seven-Power proposals introduced this morning by the 
distinguished delegate of the United States. Like the Secretary-General’s report, 
these proposals are divided into two parts, but I was glad to hear Mr. Lodge this 
morning give his view that he expected them to be considered together and that 
he expected the second draft to be voted on immediately after the first. That is to 
my mind not only right, but essential. Between them they cover the ground dealt 
with in the Secretary-General’s report. In my view they should stand or fall 
together, and it is in that sense that we shall vote upon them. 
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As to the first resolution, our view remains that Israel should withdraw its forces 
from their present position as soon as this can be satisfactorily arranged. 

That has been our view, Mr. President, from the outset, and it was reiterated in 
my speech in this Assembly on January 18. 

Turning now to the second draft resolution, as I see it the objectives of this 
Assembly should be as follows: — 

First, following on the Israeli withdrawal, the establishment of an effective 
shield between Israel and Egypt. 

Secondly: A return to the armistice regime, with the corollary that claims 
to any belligerent rights shall not be asserted on either side, including of course 
as the Secretary-General says, in the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. 

Thirdly : For these purposes effective and co-ordinated use should be made 
of the United Nations Emergency Force and of the Truce Supervision 
Organisation. 

These objectives were spelt out in more detail in the speech of the Canadian 
Minister of External Affairs last Tuesday, January 29, and I agree verv much with 
what he said then and what he said tonight. 

The second draft resolution which is before us to-day is expres.sed in general 
terrns, but when I listened to Mr. Lodge this morning it seemed to me that he 
explained very clearly what this resolution is intended to achieve, and what it is 
expected that the Secretary-General shall do. His authoritative interpretation was 
very welcome to my delegation and will, I am sure, help us all greatly in deciding 
our attitude to the proposals before us. 

The representative of India, however, has placed somewhat different 
interpretations on the two resolutions and their relationship to one another. The 
Assembly will understand from what I have already said, however, that we place 
a rather wider interpretation on the resolutions. If the sponsors of a resolution 
interpret the meaning and the objects of a resolution in different ways, this cannot 
tail to place the Secretary-General in a position of some difficulty in carrying out 
me measures we hope he will take. In fact it cannot but make his task more 
difficult, and this was emphasised by Mr. Pearson tonight. 

Mr. President, the last word, of course (as Mr. Lodge has pointed out) rests with 
the Governments of Israel and Egypt. We cannot put compulsion upon them * their 
full co-operation with the Secretary-General will be necessary. But the Assembly 
has the right to expect that this will be forthcoming if the Assembly makes it clear 
what its intentions are. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 3) 


(No. 369) 

(Telegraphic) 

Following is text of Dr. Fawzi’s statement. 


New York, 

February 2, 1957. 


^ At this crucial moment in our consideration of the question of Israel’s 
Withdrawal behind the armistice demarcation lines in accordance with the 
Assembly’s resolutions, I feel strongly that I owe it to the General Assembly to state 
once more in as clear an outline as possible the position of the Government of Egypt 

on this question which position is perfectly in line with these resolutions This 
position is: — 


(1) Israel must withdraw immediately behind the armistice demarcation lines. 

(2) Following the withdrawal by Israel the United Nations emergency force is 

to take positions exclusively on both sides of the armistice demarcation 
line. 

(3) The entry, the stationing and the deployment of the United Nations 

emergency force must be with the consent of the Egyptian Government 
as an indispensable prerequisite, for the United Nations emergency force 
is in Egypt not as an occupation force, not as a replacement force for the 
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invader, not to resolve any question or to settle any problem be that 
problem in relation to the Suez Canal, to Palestine or to freedom 
of passage in territorial water. It is not there to infringe upon Egyptian 
sovereignty in any fashion or to any extent but, on the contrary, it is 
there for the sole purpose of giving expression to the determination of 
the United Nations to put an end to the aggressions committed against 
Egypt and securing the withdrawal of Israel behind the armistice 
demarcation lines. 
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Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 468) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 11, 1957. 

The Secretary-General to-day issued a report (A/3527) which after summarising 
his terms of reference gives an account of his exchanges with the Israel representative 
and annexes relevant correspondence. 

2. In response to the Secretary-General’s request for information on the 
Ix)sition under Resolution 1, Israel transmitted an aide-memoire of February 4 
(Annex 1) asking the Secretary-General— 

(a) to ask Egypt if she agrees to mutual and full abstention from belligerent 

acts; and 

(b) to “ clarify ” whether immediately on the withdrawal of Israel forces from 

Sharm el Sheikh units of the U.N.E.F. will be stationed there and remain 
until another effective means is agreed between the parties for 
guaranteeing free passage. 

3. The Secretary-General takes the view in his report and in annexed 
correspondence with the Israel representative, that the request at 2 (a) above 
involves action under Resolution 11 U/c], which cannot be taken until Israel has 
indicated that she is prepared to implement Resolution 1 by withdrawing elements 
of administration as well as troops from Gaza. To answer the request at 2 (b), 
the Secretary-General considers it necessary to know whether Israel would consent 
to stationing U.N.E.F. units on the Israel side of the armistice line. The Israelis’ 
response, set out at length in a letter of February 11 (Annex IV), is that there are 
points bearing on matters other than the withdrawal of armed forces from the 
Gulf of Aqaba and Gaza which his Government cannot in equity be asked to 
discuss until they know whether the answer must be based on the assumption of 
war or progress to peace. 

4. The Secretary-General draws the conclusion that the Israelis’ answer is 
specifically negative over Gaza and essentially so over the stationing of the 
U.N.E.F. and says that Israel’s failure to clarify has complicated efforts to achieve 
implementation of the General Assembly resolutions. 

5. In a second section of his report he goes on to interpret the Assembly’s 
intentions as to regard the Israel withdrawal, as an essential step and the expression 
of a basic rule of the charter to be followed by certain measures with respect to 
which Resolution 11 is seen as a “ formal undertaking ”. “ This is particularly 
so since U.N.E.F. is deployed in the region with an assurance from the Government 
of Egypt that the Government will be guided in good faith ” by its acceptance of 
the resolution of November 5. He reports that the Egyptian Government moreover 

'■eafhrms its intent to observe fully the provisions to the Armistice agreement to 
which it is a party”, while publishing (Annex V) a letter from the Israel 
representative on the subject, saying that the armistice has been consistently violated 
by Egypt and thereby “ brought to nought a “ new system of relationships must 
now b€ constructed ”. 

6. The Secretary-General goes on to argue that while informal explorations 
can prepare the way for the negotiation of measures, they cannot be permitted to 
invert the sequence between withdrawal and other measures; neither the creation 
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of peaceful conditions nor respect for the principles of the charter can be sought 
at the expense of the other. But “ adherence to principle and law must be given 
priority and cannot be conditioned ”. Responsibility for frustration of efforts to 
this end rests on “ those who had denied the necessary co-operation ” and may well 
have to cover United Nations failure over its functions under the armistice and 
in wider problems. 

7. The General Assembly, the report continues, can only make 
recommendations and though under “ uniting for peace ” it can recommend 
collective measures, these are not compulsory. Some recommendations nevertheless 
take mandatory force flowing from an expression of the Charter. A decision on 
collective measures referring to a recommendation which, although adopted'under 
the Charter, did not implement a basic provision of it while losing its legal 
character of a recommendation “would mean that the recommendation is 
recognised by the General Assembly as being of such significance to the efforts 
of the United Nations as to assimilate it to a recommendation expressing an 
obligation established by the Charter ”. If “ in some cases ” such a resolution were 
to be considered those and other points of principle would require attention, as 
also the effects of such steps which might be to introduce new elements of conflict. 

8. In a final one-paragraph section of the report, the Secretary-General asked 
the General Assembly to indicate how it wishes him to proceed. 
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Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 19) 

. Secret) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) February 18, 1957. 

Q, ^ l^rief appearance at a quadripartite meeting (United 

dilates. United Kingdom, France and Canada) on this subject this morning. 

. 2. Mr. Dulles said he was concerned lest the refusal of the Israelis to withdraw 

irom Gaza lead to a resumption of hostilities in the area. In that case it would 
ecome impracticable to open the Suez Canal for transit (which would lead to a 
erious situation for Western Europe) and Soviet aid might be increasingly accepted 
oy th^e Arab countries. Egypt was dragging her feet over the last two vessels in 
f 1 presumably awaiting the outcome of the United Nations debate. He 

e t that Israel could not expect to get any more solid assurances than were 
contained in the second Resolution of February 2, and in what other member 
comitries of the United Nations had tried to do, e.g., the American aide-memoire 
ot hebruarv 11. The President and he had decided to do all that was possible to 
pt the Israelis out. He thought that in the last resort the United States would 
nave to agree to sanctions against Israel though no final decision had been taken. 

- .3. Her Majesty’s Minister said the United Kingdom was as keen as the 
United Statp to see the Israelis go. We greatly disliked the idea of being faced 
with a Resolution on sanctions, and considered that as many countries felt similarly 
It might be possible to get sufficient support for a Resolution which would give the 
Israelis greater assurances than were contained in the second Resolution of 
^ebruary 2. In addition, if it would be helpful, we were ready to make a 
declaration in support of the United States statement about the Straits of Tiran. 
Mr. Dulles said he thought the Israelis were more concerned about Gaza than 
Aqaba. He did not think Egypt would obstruct passage especially if other countries 
took the same line as the United States had done. The Israelis wished to have in 
the Gaza Strip some administration other than an Egyptian one. The problem 
as Mr. Dulles saw it was to get a two-thirds vote, the United States had no 
ohjection in principle to getting more assurances, but Mr. Lodge was positive that 
the last Resolution he had submitted went as far as he could ao with any prospect 
01 success. Responding to a question from the French Minister, Mr. Dulles said 
ne hoped the French Government would exert influence on Israel to comply with 
the United Nations Resolutions since it would be a catastrophe if Israel were 
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outlawed, whether or not sanctions were in fact enforced. If the Arab nations 
felt that the Israelis had such influence that they could defy the sort of pressure 
now being brought on them, they would turn inevitably to the Soviet Union. It 
was a case of either the Americans or the Russians getting Israel out. And if it 
were the Russians they would exercise a stranglehold over the Middle East from 
which it would never break loose. 

4. The Canadian Minister asked how Mr. Dulles would view an interim 
international arrangement for the Gaza Strip. He replied that it was necessary 
to move the Israelis out. Whether it was possible to impose on Egypt or whether 
she would accept, a diminution of her authority in Gaza was not sure. Mr. Dulles 
also said in reply to a question that there had been no direct discussions with the 
Egyptian side. Nasser and the American Ambassador had had a long conversation 
but Nasser was behaving cautiously and was non-committal in these matters. 
As regards conversations between Hammarskjold and Fawzi, the Secretary-General 
was playing his hand very close to his chest. He hoped that Mr. Hammarskjold 
had more assurances from Egypt than he admitted. He was a cautious diplomat 
and had not unburdened himself to the United States. 

5. Mr. Dulles left at this point. Other matters which emerged were: — 

(a) The State Department said they did not regard the exchanges with Israel 

as closed, but they saw little hope of progress unless Mrs. Meir and 
Mr. Eban (who had now flown to Israel) were able to induce a reversal 
of the Israel position. Meanwhile they would not elaborate on 
Mr. Dulles’ statement in paragraph 2 above on what they would do 
if the Arabs put forward a Resolution tomorrow calling for sanctions. 

(b) Mr. Eban had asked Mr. Dulles if the United States would seek 

postponement of the debate in the United Nations until his return at 
the end of the week. The American side said they had already secured 
a postponement until tomorrow and were reluctant to take any further 
step themselves. It was left that only the delegations in New York could 
decide whether such a postponement were feasible. 

(c) Her Majesty’s Minister spoke on the lines of paragraph 2 of your telegram 

under reference regarding freedom of navigation in the Gulf of Aqaba. 
The State Department would not be drawn further than their aide- 
memoire of February 11. The French suggested a joint statement by 
the principal maritime Powers endorsing freedom of passage as an 
encouragement to the Israelis to agree to withdraw, leaving the question 
of the Gaza Strip temporarily open for further discussion. The United 
States side made no positive comment on this suggestion except to 
suggest that there was insufficient time. On the other hand they 
appeared to welcome a suggestion by Her Majesty’s Minister that, if 
you were prepared to approach the Israeli Government, you should 
at the same time offer to make the declaration suggested in your 
telegram No. 187 to Tel Aviv. 

6. The Canadian Minister then raised the question of Mr. Pearson’s 
Resolution (your paragraph 3). The State Department said that Mr. Pearson 
had been in touch with Mr. Lodge yesterday and had explained his latest 
thinking which was substantially on the lines of his earlier proposals except 
that he now believed Israel should withdraw from the Gaza Strip and the United 
Nations Administration be set up there, pending a legal decision on the future of 
the Strip, with U.N.E.F. stationed on both sides of the line, including El Auja. 
When questioned by the Canadian Minister whether they would regard a solution 
on these lines as a way out of the impasse, the State Department said they doubted 
whether it would secure a two-thirds majority and avoid the sanctions issue. 

7. It emerges from all this that— 

(a) though not optimistic, the State Department consider that Israel must 
somehow or other be induced to withdraw. Though Mr. Dulles did 
not specifically suggest that Her Majesty’s Government should take 
any action in Tel Aviv, I am sure that this would be welcomed; 

(h) State Department seem to be resigned to the impossibility of passing a 
Resolution in the General Assembly which contains assurances to 
Israel going beyond what she has already received; 
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(c) they have no alternative suggestions on how to handle matters if the 
Israelis remain obdurate. Indeed they would be quite unprepared if 
the Arabs were to table a Resolution on sanctions tomorrow; and they 
show signs of being unwilling to take any initiative themselves; 

id) if they are to be brought to consider an alternative Resolution t’ney will 
have to be convinced in New York that there is some possibility of 
getting one through. 


VR 1081/215 (18) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 948. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) February 22, 1957. 

Cabinet considered this morning the tactics to be pursued in the forthcoming 
debate. They welcomed very much Mr. Pearson’s initiative and subject to the 
views in my telegram No. 942 [of February 22] about terms of the resolution, agree 
that you should give full support to this initiative. 

2. The Prime Minister is proposing to send a message to the President but 
IS accepting Sir Harold Caccia’s advice that the timing for that should be after 
Mr. Pearson has publicly indicated the line he proposes to take. 

3. What we should like to see happen is that Pearson should table his 
resolution as soon as he thinks wise and that its supporters should seek to secure 
priority for it. If it gets a two-thirds majority all should be well temporarily and 
We must do everything we can to persuade Israel to comply. If however the 
resolution does not obtain a two-thirds majority we shall be faced with a difficult 
situation. Presumably there will by then be tabled an Afro-Asian resolution calling 
for sanctions. 

4. We have in mind that before a vote is taken on the Afro-Asian resolution 
it may be necessary for us to table a United Kingdom resolution in order to make 
it clear to public opinion here exactly what our position is. This will be particularly 
necessary if Pearson’s resolution has been substantially watered down in an 
unsuccessful attempt to obtain a two-thirds majority. A suggested draft will 
follow. 

5. We should seek priority for a vote upon our resolution before that upon 
the Afro-Asian resolution although I realise that we have very little chance of 
getting priority. Having put our position clearly for the record in the terms of our 
resolution and in the debate, we should then have to decide how to deal with the 
Afro-Asian resolution. 

6. As things are at present it would be impossible to vote for it; apart from 
any question of injustice to Israel, public opinion would not stand for it. I will 
deal later with the consequences of an abstention or vote against a sanctions 
fesolution upon our Arab friends. Apart from that, the difficulty about abstaining 
is that it would not help to prevent a two-thirds majority. Once a sanctions 
resolution has passed through the Assembly there might be very awkward 
repercussions for us and our Middle East interests whether or not we had voted 
for it. Therefore there is something to be said for an effort to muster sufficient 
votes to block such a resolution. If the result was that the idea of sanctions would 
be dropped it might be worth the temporary difficulties in the Middle East. On 
the other hand if the only consequence was that a similar resolution was brought 
forward a week later, we should not have gained much. In any event I should like 
your view as to whether you think there is the slightest chance of mustering the 
requisite one-third of the votes if the United States was supporting the sanctions 
resolution. 

7. You should know that our reasons for opposing the sanctions resolution 
are not only related to the Arab-Israel conflict. Quite apart from that we object 
On principle. There are in fact only a few countries in the world likely to be 
damaged by economic sanctions whether directed against them or anyone else. 
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We are perhaps the most vulnerable nation in this respect. Neither the United 
States nor Russia nor most of the under-developed countries would be affected 
adversely. A trading country however like ourselves is particularly vulnerable 
and therefore on this principle there is a great deal at stake in trying to prevent 
the General Assembly recommending sanctions. The Security Council is quite 
another matter. This is of course an argument which cannot be deployed publicly. 
The public case against sanctions would have to be that they would make a 
settlement of the problems of the area less likely and that other means have not 
yet been fully exhausted. 

8. With regard to the effect of our vote on the sanctions resolution upon the 
position of our Arab friends in the Middle East obviously an abstention would do 
considerably less harm than a vote against, particularly if we were one of only 
a very small nurnber of nations opposing. The key to whether we abstain or vote 
against the sanctions resolution would appear on balance to depend on how much 
other support could be mustered for either course. In any event we must do 
some explanatory work in the Middle East as soon as it is clear that we cannot 
avoid a vote on a sanctions resolution. One powerful argument would be that 
the oil-producing countries would suffer from a sanctions resolution more than 
Israel. Many oil-consuming countries would not comply with the sanctions 
resolution and pressure would be brought upon the oil-producing countries to 
deny oil supplies. So the oil-producing countries would end up by suffering more 
than Israel. This would suit Nasser’s book admirably. 

9. These matters however can only be tackled one at a time and the 
immediate task is to promote the Canadian resolution. 


VR 1082/7 (19) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received February 24) 

(No. 670) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 23, 1957. 

Following is text of Secretary-General’s statement yesterday. 

On February 11 I submitted the Report (A/3527) in pursuance of the 
resolution of the General Assembly of February 2 (A/RES/461). Events since 
then have not called for a further report and I have presented none. It is well 
known, however, that discussions have been carried on outside this House in the 
continuing resolve to attain the goals defined in the several resolutions of the 
General Assembly. I have maintained close contact with these activities and have 
been kept well informed on them. These serious efforts to break through the 
unfortunate impasse and to unlock the door to constructive endeavour are 
deseiwing of warm appreciation. In so far as United Nations activities and 
positions are concerned developments in the interim have given no reason to revise 
any of the substance of the previous report. However, in the light of some 
subsequent discussions in which I have engaged, I may make the following 
statement in the nature of a supplement to that report. 

The Secretary-General states with confidence that it is the desire of the 
Government of Egypt that the take over of Gaza from the military and civilian 
control of Israel, which, as has been the case in the first instance would be 
exclusively by U.N.E.F., will be orderly and safe as it has been elsewhere. It may 
be added with equal confidence that the Government of Egypt recognising the 
present special problems and complexities of the Gaza area and the long-standing 
major responsibility of the United Nations there for the assistance of the Arab 
refugees and having in mind also, the objectives and oblif»ations of the Armistice 
Agreement, has the willingness and readiness to make special and helpful 
arrangements with the United Nations and some of its auxiliary bodies such as 
U.N.R.W.A. and U.N.E.F., for example. The arrangement for the use of the 
United Nations Emergency Force in the area should ensure its deployment on the 
Armistice line at the Gaza Strip and the effective interposition of the force between 
the armed forces of Egypt and Israel. Similarly, the assistance of the United 
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Nations and its appropriate auxiliary bodies would be enrolled toward putting a 
definite end to all incursions and raids across the border from either side. 
Furthermore, with reference to the period of transition, such other arrangements 
with the United Nations may be made as will contribute towards safeguarding life 
and property in the area by providing efficient and effective police protection as 
will guarantee good civilian administration, as will assure maximum assistance 
to the United Nations refugee programme and as will protect and foster the 
economic development of the territory and its people. 


VR 1081/273 (20) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 698) New York, 

(Telegraphic) February 26, 1957. 

Following is text of Note by the Secretary-General (A/3563) circulated this 
afternoon. 

On February 22, 1957, the Secretary-General made an oral statement to the 
General Assembly in the nature of a supplement to the report of February 11 
(A/3527), regarding United Nations responsibilities in the Gaza area. In his 
statement the Secretary-General referred to discussions carried on outside of the 
United Nations and expressed the opinion that these efforts to break through the 
unfortunate impasse and unlock the door to constructive endeavour were deserving 
of warm appreciation. 

Following the discussions outside the United Nations the Secretary-General 
had two meetings with Permanent Representative of Israel, on the latter’s 
initiative, on February 25. 

A summary of the exchange of views in the first of these two meetings, as 
confirmed by both parties, is presented for the information of the General Assembly 
as an Annex to this Note. 

At the second meeting the discussion mainly centred around the Special 
Memorandum attached to the Annex, with specific reference to the question which 
is to be found in Part II (a) 3 of the Annex. The Secretary-General, in 
commenting on the second paragraph of this Memorandum, made it clear that, 
while explaining the framework which determined its interpretation, he had not 
expressed an opinion on the possible de facto development. A judgment on this 
de facto development would be premature, since it depends on decisions to be 
taken after the withdrawal of Israel from the Gaza area. Thus the paragraph did 
not deal with the question with which the Government of Israel was concerned in 
its assumptions for the discussion of withdrawal. According to the decisions of 
the General Assembly, the withdrawal would have to be unconditional. The 
Secretary-General felt that the development envisaged in his statement of 
February 22 would meet the wishes of the General Assembly concerning the 
situation that should be envisaged in Gaza after Israel’s withdrawal. 

Annex 

Memorandum of Important Points in the Discussion between the Representative 
of Israel and the Secretary-General on February 25, 1957 

I.—Gulf of Aqaba and Straits of Tiran 

ia) The representative of Israel, stating that his Government’s primary 
concern in this area was in measures designed to reduce the risk of reoccurrence 
of acts of belligerency after the withdrawal of Israel, raised the following three 
questions: — 

(1) Following the withdrawal of Israel’s forces, would the function of U.N.E.F. 
be as described in the Secretary-General’s Memorandum of .lanuary 5 
in response to Ambassador Eban’s questions, namely, the prevention of 
possible acts of belligerency? 
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(2) In connexion with the duration of U.N.E.F. s deployment in the Sharm-Al- 

Shaikh area, would the Secretary-General give notice to the General 
Assembly of the United Nations before U.N.E.F. would be withdrawn 
from the area, with or without Egyptian insistence, or before the 
Secretary-General would agree to its withdrawal? 

(3) The question of adding a naval unit to U.N.E.F. for purposes of instituting 

a United Nations naval patrol in the Gulf of Aqaba and Straits of Tiran 
to ensure free and innocent passage. 

{b) The responses of the Secretary-General to these questions are summarised 
as follows: — 

(1) With regard to the function of U.N.E.F. in the prevention of belligerency, 

the answer is affirmative, subject to the qualification that U.N.E.F. is 
never to be used in such a way as to force a solution of any controversial 
political or legal problem. 

(2) On the question of notification to the General Assembly, the Secretary- 

General wanted to state his view at a later meeting. An indicated 
procedure would be for the Secretary-General to inform the Advisory 
Committee on the United Nations Emergency Force, which would 
determine whether the matter should be brought to the attention of the 
Assembly. 

(3) The question of the naval unit, in that it implies a function which would 

go beyond the prevention of belligerent acts as envisaged in the basic 
General Assembly resolutions, would be beyond the competence of the 
Secretary'-General on the basis of those resolutions. 


il.—Gaza 

(a) The representative of Israel defined the policy of his Government with 
regard to Gaza as follows: — 

(1) The policy of Israel is overridingly one of opposition to Egyptian civilian 

administration or military control in Gaza; Israel cannot compromise 
on the direct or indirect return of Egypt to Gaza. 

(2) Egypt has violated continuously the Armistice Agreement and is in a state 

of belligerency against Israel which is incompatible with the Armistice 
Agreement. That agreement, therefore, cannot be invoked to bring 
Egypt back to Gaza. 

(3) The question was raised whether a de facto United Nations administration 

in Gaza as outlined in the recent statement of the Secretary-General 
would exclude Egypt’s return to the area. 

(4) It was suggested that after the withdrawal of Israel’s armed forces, the 

General Assembly should send a “ fact-finding commission ” to Gaza 
to investigate the situation and to make recommendations to the General 
Assembly for the achievement of its objectives. 

ih) The Secretary-General responded as follows: — 

(1) Egypt is given the right to control the Gaza strip by the Armistice 

Agreement. This being binding on the Secretariat, the Secretary- 
General’s concentration has been on arrangements to secure peace and 
quiet in the area—always on the assumption of the Egyptian legal 
position. 

(2) Question 3 is dealt with in a special memorandum annexed hereto. 

(3) In the light of Israel's stand on Gaza it may be seriously doubted that the 

question of Aqaba can be solved separately, as intended by Israel’s 
approach. 

III.—Deployment of U.N.E.F. 

With regard to the question of stationing of U.N.E.F. on both sides of the 
armistice line and in the El Auja area, the representative of Israel stated that he has 
not considered this question as related to the problems of Gaza and Aqaba, which, 
in his view, were the urgent problems because it was from there that the withdrawal 
of forces was envisaged. 
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Special Memorandum 

In the discussion between the Permanent Representative of Israel, Ambassador 
Eban, and the Secretary-General, Ambassador Eban asked the Secretary-General 
whether his statement in the General Assembly, Friday, February 22, meant that 
after the take-over. United Nations would have “ exclusive administration ” of the 
Gaza area. The question was motivated by the fact that the Government of Israel 
could not accept the return of Egyptian civilian or military administration, directly 
or indirectly, to the area. Withdrawal from the area was discussed by the Israel 
Government on the assumption that no such return would take place. 

The Secretary-General, in reply, pointed out that his statement obviously was 
made within the framework of the legal situation established by international 
agreement. He could neither detract from, nor annul any rights existing under the 
Armistice Agreement. His statement indicated practical arrangements, envisaged 
within the framework of Egyptian control of the territory as established by the 
agreement, and could, therefore, not be understood as limiting Egyptian rights 
within the area under the terms of the agreement. 


VR 1081/326 (21) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 4) 

(No. 752) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 4, 1957. 

Following is statement made by Mrs. Meir at opening of to-day’s debate. 

On Friday, March 1, I made a statement announcing the plan of my 
Government for withdrawal from the Sharm el Shaikh and Gaza areas. I can now 
state that upon instructions of the Government the Chief of Staff of the Israel 
Defence Forces, General Moshe Dayan, met with the U.N.E.F. Commander, 
General Burns, to discuss measures necessary to carry out the withdrawal from 
both areas in accordance with the statement made by me on Friday last. 

2. I am now happy to state that they have come to full agreement as to the 
technical details for the withdrawal and take-over. 


VR 1081/327 (22) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 5) 

(No. 753) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 4, 1957. 

Following is text of Minister of State’s speech this afternoon. 

My delegation heard with satisfaction and relief the statement of the Foreign 
Minister of Israel last Friday about her Government’s plans for full and prompt 
withdrawal from the Sharm el Sheikh area and from the Gaza Strip. Since then 
we have all read in the Press of difficulties and hesitations that have arisen in Israel 
in regard to the execution of these plans. That is not perhaps altogether surprising 
when what is involved is a decision of such importance to the whole future of the 
State of Israel. But I sincerely trust that all these obstacles are being overcome and 
that the Israeli Chief of Staff will be able, without further complications or delay, 
to arrange with the Commander of the United Nations Emergency Force for the 
United Nations to take over its responsibilities in these two areas. The statement 
we have just heard is very reassuring in this respect. My Government has never 
varied in its view on the need for Israeli withdrawal. I have quoted before what our 
representative in the Security Council said as long ago as October 31, 1956. On that 
occasion. Sir Pierson Dixon said: — 

“ It is our view that Israel should withdraw its forces from their present 
positions as soon as this can be satisfactorily arranged.” 



56037 


SECRET 









68 


SECRET 


That was what Sir Pierson Dixon said four months ago and this has remained 
our view throughout. But the relationship between Israeli withdrawal and the 
creation of conditions which would stabilise the situation in that most sensitive 
part of the world and promote the prospects of a permanent settlement there, is 
not a simple one. This is a fact which the General Assembly recognised when it 
conferred upon the United Nations Emergency Force in the first instance functions 
that went beyond the task—important as that task was in itself —of securing Israeli 
withdrawal; and the General Assembly recognised this fact most recently when on 
February 2 it passed not one but two resolutions which all their sponsors agreed 
hung together, even if they differed in some respects in their presentation of these 
two draft resolutions. 

It was because we accepted the proposition that the two draft resolutions were 
to be regarded as a whole, that my delegation supported them, and when they failed 
to secure the desired objectives, my Government could not but be most favourably 
impressed by the thoughtful proposals outlined in the General Assembly on 
February 26 by the Minister of External Affairs of Canada, aiming at securing the 
same objectives: Israeli withdrawal and the creation of conditions'of peace and 
security along the borders between Egypt and Israel. 

The proposals of Mr. Lester Pearson no doubt contained points which might 
be of real difficulty to both Israel and Egypt. But that is always true of proposals 
aimed at an impartial solution of any difficult problem, and the General Assembly 
may well have to come back to a consideration of his suggestions if other proposals 
turn out to be abortive. 

It is our hope, however, that this will not prove to be the case. It is our hope 
and expectation that success will crown the initiative which the United States 
Government took last week to find an acceptable solution. 

As I see it not only Egypt and Israel but also the United Nations as a whole 
are greatly in debt to the United States Government for this latest determined and 
imaginative effort to find a way out of the impasse that had been threatening us for 
so long, as well as to the patient and unobtrusive efforts of our Secretary-General 
which have never been relaxed all these weeks. 

It was as a result of this most recent initiative on the part of the United States 
that the Foreign Minister of Israel announced last Friday the plans of Her 
Government for full and prompt withdrawal not on the basis of any conditions 
but on the basis of certain facts, assumptions and expectations. 

These are matters that quite briefly I must examine in my present intervention. 

First as regards the Gulf of Aqaba and the Straits of Tiran. I listened the other 
day with great attention when our distinguished colleague from India Mr. Krishna 
Menon argued that the Straits of Tiran were not an international waterway. 
Although I admired the ingenuity of his reasoning and the wealth of his examples 
I fear that I could not follow him to his conclusions. For he overlooked one fact 
simple enough in itself but as I see it essential to consideration of this problem: 
the fact that unlike the fijords of Norway or the Hudson Bay in Canada, or the 
Hudson River here in New York, or any of the other instances which Mr. Menon 
quoted, the Gulf of Aqaba is not only bounded at its narrow point of entry that is 
(the Straits of Tiran) by two different countries, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, but 
contains at its head the ports of two further countries: Jordan and Israel. This 
simple, undeniable fact is in itself enough to put it in a different category from any 
of the inland waters mentioned by Mr. Menon. It is the view of Her Majesty's 
Government in the United Kingdom that the Straits of Tiran must be regarded as an 
international waterway, through which the vessels of all nations have a right of 
passage. 

Her Majesty’s Government will assert this right on behalf of all British shipping, 
and they are prepared to join with others to secure general recognition of this 
right. 

Now we all, of course, assume that when Israeli forces are withdrawn from the 
Sharm el Sheikh area, units of the U.N.E.F. will be stationed there and there is no 
reason to think that any attempt will be made to interfere with free and innocent 
passage through the Straits. As Mr. Lodge said on Friday: — 

“ Once Israel has completed its withdrawal in accordance with the 

resolutions of the General Assembly, and in view of the measures taken by the 

United Nations to deal with the situation, there is no basis for either party to 

the Armistice Agreement to assert or exercise any belligerent rights.” 
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And now for the Gaza Strip. It is for some time now that my Government 
has held the view that there should be some form of international administration 
and control in this area. As recently as February 25 the Prime Minister, Mr. Harold 
Macmillan, said this in the House of Commons; — 

“ We believe that the Gaza Strip should be evacuated by Israel. We 

equally believe that it should be made a United Nations responsibility and that 

the United Nations forces should be stationed there.” 

That is in line with Resolution II of February 2, as my Government understood 
that resolution at the time, and we were greatly encouraged in this respect by the 
statement to the General Assembly made by our Secretary-General on February 22, 
to which reference was made last Friday. As we understand them, therefore, it 
seems to us that the assumptions and expectations of the Government of Israel in 
regard to the Gaza Strip are reasonable, and should present no difficulties. 

When the U.N.E.F. will have so much responsibility in the Gaza Strip, it may 
be thought invidious to pick and choose among its functions. But, in view of the 
very high proportion of refugees in the present population of the Gaza Strip, I 
should like to draw special attention to the need for providing maximum assistance 
to the Unit^ Nations refugee programme. 

I am confident that in this it will have full co-operation from the devoted staff 
of U.N.R.W.A., headed so ably by M. Labouisse. 

Here again, we are reluctant to contemplate a situation where any obstacles 
might be placed in the path of the United Nations, once Israeli withdrawal has 
been effected, and pending a final settlement in regard to the Gaza Strip or some 
overall settlement between the parties. 

In the meanwhile, it certainly seems reasonable to expect that the United 
Nations shall continue to exercise its responsibilities in the Gaza Strip without 
difficulties being raised from any side. Were any difficulties of that sort to be raised, 
we should certainly expect them to be brought at once to the United Nations for 
consideration, and we quite understand that the parties should fully reserve their 
rights in regard to such an eventuality. But I repeat that it is one that I hope and 
expect will not in fact arise. 

That is all that 1 have to say on the detailed points raised by the Foreign 
Minister of Israel last Friday. Having dealt with those points, let me end by saying 
once more what importance my Government attach to the prompt and full 
withdrawal forecast by Mrs. Meir last Friday. Apart altogether from any other 
consideration, this seems to be in the imperative interests of Israel itself. 

When I spoke on an earlier occasion, I mentioned how fatal I thought it 
would be to any prospect of a final settlement between Israel and its Arab 
neighbours if any ground whatever were given to Arab fears of Israeli expansion. 
There is, of course, more—much more—that must be done if the united effort to 
which Mrs. Meir so eloquently pledged the Government and people of Israel last 
Friday can become a reality. In particular, a solution will have to be found to the 
problem of the Arab refugees. In all this we can never lose sight of the ultimate 
goal—a peaceful overall settlement of the Palestine problem, a settlement with 
justice. But all that lies in the future. The first and immediate prerequisite of 
progress is Israeli withdrawal and the creation of conditions of security and 

tranquillity. 


VR 1081/351 


(23). 


Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 9) 

(No. 802) , 

(Telegraphic) March 8,1957. 

The final debate was opened with a statement by the Secretary-General, 
supplementing his latest report, to say that, with the exception of a few vehicles 
and their mechanics in the Sharm el Sheikh, which would leave on March 12, 
Israel had now completely withdrawn. To this report, he added an appeal for 
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substantial payments without delay of the sums pledged to U.N.W.R.A., saying 
that this was an imperative need in view of the extra tasks that U.N.R.W.A. would 
be taking over in the Gaza Strip. 

2. Lodge (United States), welcoming compliance with Resolution I of 
February 2, said the way was now open for implementation of the measures called 
for in Resolution II, to which the United States Government looked for an end to 
the conditions of fear and suspicion prevailing before. In particular they attached 
importance to the continued deployment of U.N.E.F. being so as to separate the 
forces of Israel and Egypt. He concluded with a call for co-operation with these 
practical and sensible measures. 

3. For the Arabs, Jawad (Iraq) referred to collusion between Israel and 
France and the United Kingdom, the creation of Israel as a device of imperialist 
domination and the determination of the Arabs to resist aid with strings. He paid 
a warm tribute to Mr. Krishna Menon and to the Soviet Union and the People’s 
Democracies, who showed “ a profound understanding of the real causes of the 
aggression ”. Some credit was also given to the United States and Latin Americans. 
Rifai (Jordan) on the other hand confined himself to saying that the various 
understandings could only be “ hopes and wishes ” and that, in regard to the Straits 
of Tiran, the Palestine problem could not be settled piece-meal. 

4. Other speakers, with the exception of the Czechoslovak who took the usual 
Soviet line, followed a uniform pattern in welcoming the completion of withdrawal, 
looking, with hope and appeals for a constructive approach, to the future and 
tributes to the United States and the Secretary-General, coupled frequently with 
praise for Egypt’s patience and moderation. The Indonesian and Yugoslav stressed 
the limitation of the functioning of U.N.E.F. by Egyptian sovereignty. 

5. Eban (Israel) restated Israel’s position on Gaza and Aqaba, stated his 
confidence that the assurances given Israel would be honoured and paid tribute to 
all who had given assistance. Dr. Fawzi (Egypt) concluded this long series of 
debates by thanking member nations for accompanying Egypt along the path of 
high principle, and pronounced a benediction upon us all. 


VR 1081/352 (24) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 9) 

(No. 806) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 8, 1957. 

Following is text of Secretary-General’s report of March 8. 

I 

The General Assembly, on February 2, 1957, adopted a Resolution 
(A/RES/460) in which, after recalling its previous resolutions on the same subject, 
the Assembly called upon Israel to complete its withdrawal behind the Armistice 
demarcation line without further delay. 

2. The Foreign Minister of Israel, on March 1, announced in the General 
Assembly the decision of the Government of Israel to act in compliance with the 
request in this resolution. The same day the Secretary-General instructed the 
Commander of the United Nations Emergency Force, as a matter of the utmost 
urgency, to arrange for a meeting with the Israel Commander-in-Chlef, in order 
to agree with him on arrangements for the complete and unconditional withdrawal 
of Israel in accordance with the decision of the General Assembly. 

3. On March 4, the Foreign Minister of Israel confirmed to the General 
Assembly the Government of Israel’s declaration of March 1. The same day the 
Commander of the United Nations Emergency Force met at Lydda with the Israel 
Commander-in-Chief. Technical arrangements were agreed upon for the 
withdrawal of Israel and the entry of the United Nations Emergency Force in the 
Gaza Strip during the hours of curfew on the night of March 6-7. Arrangements 
were made for a similar take-over of the Sharm-el-Sheikh area on March 8. 
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4. On March 6, General Burns reported that the “ United Nations Emergency 
Force troops are now in position in all camps and centres of population in Gaza 
Strip with the exception of an Israel troop unit at Rafah Camp. By agregment, 
incidents. At 0400 G.M.T., March 7, all Israelis had withdrawn from the Gaza 
Strip with the exeception of an Israel troop unit at Rafah Camp. By agreement, 
that last Israel element was to be withdrawn by 1600 G.M.T., March 8. Full 
withdrawal from the Sharm-el-Sheikh area would be effected by the same time. 

5. On March 7, the .Commander of the United Nations Emergency Force 
notified the population of Gaza that: “The United Nations Emergency Force, 
acting in fulfilment of its functions as determined by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations with the consent of the Government of Egypt, is being deployed in 
this area for the purpose of maintaining quiet during and after the withdrawal of 
the Israeli defence forces. Until further arrangements are made, the United 
Nations Emergency Force has assumed responsibility for civil affairs in the Gaza 
Strip .... U.N.R.W.A. will continue to carry out its responsibility and will 
continue to provide food and other services as in the past. U.N.E.F. and 
U.N.R.W.A. will do their best to relieve pressing needs which may arise from the 
present situation.” 

6. The Secretary-General thus is now in a position to report full compliance 
with General Assembly Resolution I of February 2, 1957 (A/RES/460). 

II 

7. On February 28, the General Assembly adopted a second Resolution 
(A/RES/461) “recognising that withdrawal by Israel must be followed by action 
which would assure progress towards the creation of peaceful conditions ” in the 
area. Under the terms of this resolution, the completion of withdrawal puts its 
operative paragraphs into full effect. 

8. In the resolution on action to follow a withdrawal, the General Assembly 
requested the Secretary-General, in consultation with the parties concerned, to 
carry out measures referred to in the resolution and to report as appropriate to the 
General Assembly. The Secretary-General will now devote his attention to this 
task. The stand of the General Assembly in the resolution is to be interpreted in 
the light of the report of the Secretary-General of January 24 (A/3512), which the 
Assembly noted “ with appreciation ”. 

9. Specifically, the General Assembly called upon the Governments of Egypt 
and Israel scrupulously to observe the provisions of the General Armistice 
Agreement between Egypt and Israel of February 24, 1949, and stated that it 
considered that, after full withdrawal of Israel from the Sharm-el-Sheikh and Gaza 
areas, the scrupulous maintenance of the Armistice Agreement “ requires a placing 
of the United Nations Emergency Force on the Egypt-Israel Armistice demarcation 
line ”. 

10. The Assembly further stated that it considered that the maintenance of 
the Armistice Agreement requires the implementation of “ other measures as 
proposed in the Secretary-General’s report ”, with due regard to the considerations 
set out therein, with a view to assist in achieving situations conducive to the 
maintenance of peaceful conditions in the area. This statement, as it was 
formulated, read together with the request to the Secretary-General to consult 
with the parties, indicates that the General Assembly wished to leave the choice of 
these “ other measures ” to be decided in the light of further study and consultations. 

III 

11. Arrangements made by the Commander of the United Nations Emergency 
Force provided for an initial take-over in Gaza by the force. This was in 
accordance with the statement of the Secretary-General to the General Assembly 
on February 22, that “ the take-over of Gaza from the military and civilian control 
of Israel .... in the first instance would be exclusively by U.N.E.F.”. 
Instructions from the Secretary-General to the Commander of the United Nations 
Emergency Force reflected the position thus reported to the General Assembly. 
The notification by the Commander quoted in Section I above indicates the basis 
for this initial take-over as well as its extent. The same statement indicates the 
importance of the role that U.N.R.W.A. can play in the initial take-over. 


56037 


SECRET 


F* 2 











72 


SECRET 


12. In accordance with decisions of the General Assembly, U.N.R.W.A. has 
important functions in relation to the refugees in Gaza, which constitute the major 
part of the population of the area. Because of these normal functions and of the 
additional contributions which that agency can make in aiding the non-refugee 
population, U.N.R.W.A. is of essential assistance to the United Nations Emergency 
Force in its present operation. Therefore, and on the assumption that this course 
is in accordance with the General Assembly’s wishes, the Director of U.N.R.W.A. 
has agreed with the Secretary-General in this phase of the development to extend 
its immediate assistance beyond its normal functions. This would be done in fields 
which are related to those functions and in which a sharing of responsibilities 
devolving on the United Nations Emergency Force at the initial take-over seems 
indicated. The Secretary-General wishes to express his appreciation for this 
assistance, of which he feels he can avail himself within the terms established for 
the United Nations Emergency Force as they have to be applied in the present 
phase of its activities. To the extent that U.N.R.W.A. in this context is incurring 
additional costs, the reason for which is within the sphere of the responsibilities of 
the United Nations Emergency Force, a question of compensation will arise for 
later consideration. 

13. The United Nations may also incur other additional costs than those 
caused by the assistance rendered by U.N.R.W.A. The Emergency Force may be 
in need of expert advice that can properly be provided by the Secretariat. If 
members of the Secretariat are taken over by the United Nations Emergency Force 
on a secondment basis, the cost obviously will be finally provided for as U.N.E.F. 
expenditures under the relevant resolutions of the General Assembly. In other 
cases costs should be carried by the Secretariat in the normal way. 

14. The Secretary-General finally wishes to inform the General Assembly that 
arrangements will be made through which, without any change of the legal structure 
or status of the United Nations Truce Supervision Organisation, functions of 
U.N.T.S.O. in the Gaza area will be placed under the operational control of the 
force. A close co-operation between U.N.T.S.O. and U.N.E.F. will be maintained. 


SECRET 


SECRET 


73 


JE 1421/166G No. 9 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR A SUEZ CANAL SETTLEMENT—MARCH 1957 

( 1 ) 

RECORD OF MEETING HELD AT THE HOTEL MATIGNON, PARIS, 

ON SATURDAY, MARCH 9, 1957 

Present: 


Prime Minister 
Secretary of State 
Sir Gladwyn Jebb 
Advisers 


M. Mollet 
M. Pineau 
M. Maurice Faure 
M.Joxe 
M. Chauvel 
Advisers 


M. Pineau said that, from the point of view of French opinion, it would be 
impossible to pay the Canal dues to Nasser. 

The Prime Minister said it was important to persuade as many Governments 
as possible to take a common line. The Secretary oj State added that the first 
decision to be taken was on the method of consultation when the Egyptian answer 
to the Four-Power proposal was known. 

M. Mollet said that the ultimate weapon in our hands was a boycott of the 
Canal. Did we know what the American views were on this, and what were the 
views of the United Kingdom? 

The Secretary of State said that, since tankers formed so large a proportion 
of the shipping through the Canal, our position and that of the United States would 
depend to a large extent on the attitude of the oil companies. The Prime Minister 
said he would wish to examine our oil supply position carefully, and to ask for 
calculations of the additional dollar cost per month to the United Kingdom of our 
present methods of importing oil. 

The Secretary of State pointed out that if we boycotted the Canal, the Syrians 
might block the pipeline again. The Prime Minister said that, taking all these factors 
into consideration, it was an exceptionally difficult decision that we had to take. 

M. Pineau said that we must defend the position adopted in the Four-Power 
proposal as firmly as possible. Even if some countries insisted on paying Egypt, we 
must insist on payment to a neutral account by as many as possible. The Prime 
Minister wondered whether it would not be sufficient for our purpose to pay half 
the dues direct to Egypt and the other half into a neutral account. M. Pineau said 
that under this system Egypt would be better off than before the Canal was closed, 
since some countries would in any event pay her the whole of their dues. In answer 
to a question on his impression of American policy during his visit to Washington, 
M. Pineau added that he thought Mr. Dulles’ attitude to Nasser was improving from 
our point of view. 

The Secretary of State thought that the most likely counter-proposal for Nasser 
to make would be that Egypt should receive the whole of the dues but should 
undertake to pay half of them into a neutral account pending a final settlement. 
He did not think the United States Government would stand out against a counter¬ 
proposal on these lines. 

M. Pineau disliked this idea since there would be no guarantee that Egypt 
would continue to transfer half the revenues, and since it would tend to prejudice 
the final solution. The Prime Minister suggested that the first difficulty might be 
met if it were laid down that Egyptian payments to the neutral account should be 
transferred at frequent intervals, perhaps weekly. 
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The Secretary of State pointed out that, if Nasser accepted the sixth requirement 
of the Security Council Resolution of October 13, it would be easier for us to explain 
to public opinion that we were no longer insisting on international control over the 
dues since one of our main reasons for doing so had been to ensure payment of 
compensation to the Suez Canal Company. 

The Prime Minister reverted to the problem of the Syrian pipeline. He found 
it puzzling that the Syrians should have agreed to reopen the line at this stage, 
thus weakening the pressure which Egypt could exert on us through the Canal. 
M. Mollet thought that the Syrians and Egyptians together might make use of the 
threat to close the pipeline again. 

M. Mollet remarked that, in view of all that had passed in recent months, 
the United States Government now owed us some support. We must give them 
the impression that we held strongly to our position on this question. We were 
no longer in November and there had been a very considerable shift of opinion, 
especially in the United States, since then. The Prime Minister agreed and pointed 
out that the United States could bring some pressure to bear on Nasser through 
the blocked Egyptian accounts. He suggested that it was most important for us 
to maintain silence in public on the Egyptian reply while we were consulting the 
United States. This was agreed. 

The Secretary of State said that our shipowners would not mind a little delay 
before they resumed their use of the Canal. But a policy of boycott adopted by 
France and the United Kingdom alone would do us no good. M. Mollet thought 
however that Mr. Dulles would agree to join us in this. The Prime Minister 
repeated that it was essential to know what the dollar cost would be. The worst 
course of all would be to start a boycott which subsequently failed and from which 
we should have to retreat. 

Summing up the discussion M. Mollet said it had been agreed that as soon as 
the Egyptian reply was received we must consult the United States about it and 
meanwhile we should not make our reaction to it public. 


JE 1421/168 (2) 

Foreign Office to United Kingdom Delegation to SEA TO Canberra 

(No. 450. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) March 11, 1957. 

For United Kingdom Delegation. 

Following for the Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations from the 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

In the course of our talks in Paris the Prime Minister and I agreed with the 
French that, as soon as the Egyptian attitude to the Four-Power proposal for an 
interim agreement on Canal dues was known, we and they would approach the 
United States Government to ascertain their reaction and to urge them to take as 
strong a line as possible. 

2. There is no official news yet of Colonel Nasser’s reply, thought Press reports 
from Cairo suggest that it is likely to be negative. I have telegraphed to New York 
for the latest news. Meanwhile I think it would be most useful if you could have 
a talk with Mr. Menzies, with a view to your trying, together or separately, to find 
out what is in Mr. Dulles’ mind. 

3. I assume he would agree with us that our objective is to establish conditions 
in which there is a good chance of negotiating a final settlement for the Suez Canal 
in accordance with the Security Council Resolution of October 13 and the 
Secretary-General’s letter of October 24 to the Egyptian Foreign Minister. But if 
Egypt secures all her requirements in advance she will have little incentive to make 
concessions to the interests of the users or even to conduct the final negotiations with 
any serious intention of bringing them to a reasonable conclusion. It therefore 
seems essential that she should not obtain complete control over the dues when the 
Canal is reopened. It was to prevent this that the Four-Power plan was devised. 
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4. The question now is what action we can take if, as seem probable, the Four- 
Power proposal is rejected by Egypt. The strongest measure open to us is a boycott 
of the Canal. This however is subject to two disadvantages: — 

(i) To be effective it would have to be general. This means in particular that 

some way would have to be found of preventing transit of the Canal by 
ships owned or chartered by American companies but sailing under 
Panamanian, Liberian and similar flags. If a boycott were not observed 
by these ships, others would follow suit and it would crumble away. 

(ii) Even if the boycott were successfully organised, Nasser might hold out 

against it, and its prolongation would be very harmful to the interests 
of a large number of countries in Europe and Asia, particularly if the 
Syrians co-operated with him by blocking the pipeline again. 

5. Short of a boycott, the use of other means of pressure seems to depend 
primarily on the United States Government. They could continue to block Egyptian 
accounts and refuse all forms of economic or financial aid for as long as the Canal 
issue remained unsettled. They could probably encourage plans for building larger 
tankers and new pipelines. It might at the same time be possible to reduce the 
volume of shipping through the Canal by measures falling short of a formal boycott. 
Or Mr. Dulles may be considering other measures directed to the same end. 

6. The United States Government was largely responsible for getting us into 
the very awkward situation which now confronts us, by insisting on an unconditional 
withdrawal, and I think it is fair to ask Mr. Dulles what he proposes to do about it. 

7. I think that Menzies might be very helpful with Dulles. 


JE 1421/169 



United Kingdom Delegation to SEATO Canberra to Foreign Office 

(No. 219. Secret) Canberra, 

(Telegraphic) March 12,1957. 

Your telegram No. 450. 

Please pass following to Foreign Secretary from Secretary of State for 
Commonwealth Relations. 

I had a short talk to Dulles before our SEATO meeting this morning. He said 
that he was out of touch with the Suez position and was surprised that things were 
going wrong as Hammarskjold had given his Government to understand that he 
could secure Egyptian agreement to an interim arrangement based on payment 
to the International Bank. 

I said that these forecasts seemed likely to be falsified and that if no pressures 
were applied to Nasser now the Canal would be open more and more users would 
pay dues direct to Egypt and he would be in a strong position to resist the kind of 
permanent settlement on which United States and we were determined until now. 

Dulles said he understood that well but that the United States were already 
applying all the economic pressures at their command. The only bargaining power 
left was to hint at taking off restrictions in return for Egypt’s agreement. 

It might be possible for United Kingdom, United States, France and any others 
we could persuade to do so to pay dues into the International Bank or into some 
special account and see what happened. 

He would, however, have to give this much more consideration. 1 said that 
we had only withdrawn from Suez on the most explicit understanding that U.N.O. 
and United States would apply all the pressures to Egypt so as to compel them to 
accept a reasonable settlement. 

I have suggested we might me^ again and I am in touch with Menzies as to 
whether he will see him separately or whether we should do so together. 

I am not hopeful that we shall get anything more positive or constructive out 
of Dulles. He is very friendly and worried about the situation, but has obviously 
been placing an absolute reliance on Hammarskjold’s ability to pull off the interim 
settlement. I will report further. 
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JE 1421/174 (4) 

United Kingdom Delegation to SEATO Canberra to Foreign Office 

(No. 234. Confidential) Canberra, 

(Telegraphic) March 14, 1957. 

My telegram No. 219. 

Following for Foreign Secretary (copies to Prime Minister and Lord President). 

I had a talk with Dulles last night. He said it would be helpful to know which 
of two courses the United Kingdom Government wished to follow in respect of 
Nasser. One was to use every pressure to bring him down over a long period; the 
other was to use the pressures to obtain a satisfactory plan for the international 
running of the Canal. I said that we should much like to see Nasser fall but that 
the essential and urgent thing was a settlement of the Canal dispute consistent with 
the six principles laid down by the Security Council. Our difficulty was that we 
did not see how even this could be secured unless United States was willing to exert 
far greater measures than had been applied up to now. 

2. Dulles said that he could not think of any new economic measures but 
that he thought they could influence Nasser by indicating that in return for a 
satisfactory settlement certain financial and economic pressures would be raised 
or, to put it another way, that unless Nasser agreed the present measures would 
be continued indefinitely and supplemented by an active programme for lessening 
dependence on the Canal. He felt that by these tactics Nasser could be brought 
to a satisfactory agreement but that would mean the virtual end of the financial 
restrictions and a gradual return to normal relations with Egypt. 

3. I said that I would send you his thinking. There were obvious dangers 
in offering to raise restrictions. As Dulles knew, Nasser was the slipperiest of 
customers and he had been put in a position where he held good cards in his hand. 
He would at once take advantage of any apparent weakening in the users’ position. 
The threat would need to be very real and rapid in its working before it would break 
his stubborn resistance. Dulles agreed and said he would give further thought to 
methods like alternative pipelines, large tankers, &c. He repeated that he thought 
the pressures would work and United States was ready to use them. 

4. When I saw him two days ago, Dulles was clearly relying on Hammarskjold 
pulling off an agreement. I thought it well to follow up with a letter on the lines 
of your telegram No. 450. Now he seems to realise that United States will have 
to take the lead and act and he seems to be prepared to do so. He is very anxious 
to talk all this over with you. I have found him friendly and open and he has gone 
out of his way to consult on the various SEATO issues which have arisen. 

5. Menzies had a separate conversation with Dulles yesterday and told me 
he found it quite encouraging. I asked him to let you have an account of it in detail 
and he promised to send it this morning. Dulles has now left for home. 


JE 1421/176 (5) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 1334. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) March 19, 1957. 

For your information, the Prime Minister and I intend at Bermuda to try to 
draw the Americans into making proposals on this matter before we commit 

ourselves in detail. Nevertheless, it may be helpful to the State Department to 
have the following general indications of our attitude. 

2. We have given careful thought to the,possibility of boycotting the Canal, 
but there are very grave objections to this course on grounds both of feasibility and 
of its consequences and we shall not recommend it. We do, however, consider that 
if necessary pressure should be maintained on Egypt with the object of securing 
arrangements for the operation of the Canal which will give adequate security to the 
interests of the users. It seems to us that the United States Government are in the 
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best position to take the lead in exerting pressure for this purpose and we hope a 
common policy will emerge from the discussions. 


JE 1421/179 (6) 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 19) 

(No. 690. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) March 18, 1957. 

Mr. Dulles this evening showed me a telegram from the United States 
Ambassador in Cairo reporting a conversation with Fawzi. It appeared that the 
United States Ambassador had been urging the Egyptian Government not to publish 
their views about the Canal settlement in the form of a communique. This they 
had accepted, but were instead circulating them in memorandum form to the 
diplomatic posts in Cairo. Fawzi had said, rather apologetically, that this document 
was only an outline in a general way of the Egyptian Government’s views and would 
Open the door to the preparation of a more complete document later. The Egyptian 
Government would take a forthright attitude and the only thing which they ruled 
out was the exertion of foreign sovereignty over Egyptian territory. 

2. Mr. Dulles said that they had not yet received the document, but it was 
clear that we must discuss the situation rapidly amongst ourselves and that it was 
important to co-ordinate the pressures to be brought upon Nasser. 

3. He then referred to the problem which he had mentioned in conversation 
with Lord Home, namely, whether we should use our pressure for securing a Canal 
settlement or reserve it for the long term. He thought we had now reached a point 
where the pressures were working and what was now needed was more carrot than 
stick. He thought Nasser would not concede much if he were still treated as an 
outcast after making sufficient concessions to reach an agreement. 

4. I said that, from the briefs at present available to me. Her Majesty’s 
Government appeared to consider that the threat of a boycott was not feasible. Not 
only would the economic consequences be too serious, but there would be great 
difficulty in enforcing it. 

5. I then asked Mr. Dulles what carrots he had in mind. Did this mean 
reversion to such projects as the High Aswan Dam, or was Mr. Dulles thinking of 
merely repealing the measures taken against him? 

6. Mr. Dulles replied emphtically that, so long as he was there, there could 
be no question of the Aswan Dam scheme being revised. Many of the reasons why 
this scheme had been withdrawn were still valid. There was the hostility of the 
Baghdad Pact Powers. The austerity required to pay back such vast loans would do 
nothing but make the lenders unpopular. In any event. Congress could not possibly 
be induced to approve the transaction. He was thinking rather of the resumption 
of technical assistance, possibly the provision of wheat under P.L. 480 (if this law 
continued in operation), permission for tourist travel and unfreezing of blocked 
accounts. 

7. Mr. Dulles, in conclusion, again stressed the importance of urgent consulta¬ 
tion betwen us, and said that this question should no doubt be broached at once when 
the President and he met the Prime Minister and yourself at dinner on March 20. 


JE 1421/183 



Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 20) 


(No. 701) 

(Telegraphic) 

Following is text received from the State 
Memorandum on the Suez Canal. 


Washingto, 

March 19, 1957. 

Department of the Egyptian 


Since the day Egypt took over the operation of the Suez Canal she reaffirmed 
her determination to abide by her policy of respecting the 1888 Constantinople 
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Convention, and has proved herself thoroughly able to manage the navigation in 
the Canal in spite of the great obstacles which were put before her until the 
aggression against her caused the closing of the canal. 

On the occasion of the resumption of the navigation in the Suez Canal, the 
Government of Egypt declares the following: — 

(1) That Egypt is still determined to respect in letter and in spirit the 

Constantinople Convention concluded in 1888. 

(2) The system of levying of Canal tolls will remain as it used to be according 

to the last agreement concluded between the Egyptian Government and 
the nationalised Suez Canal Company. 

(3) The question of compensation and claims resulting from nationalisation 

would be settled by either direct agreement or by arbitration. 

(4) Canal tolls are to be paid in advance to the Suez Canal Authority in Egypt, 

or its nominees. 

(5) The authority of the Suez Canal shall create a special fund for the 

improvement programmes or any other programmes destined to meet 
the increase of traffic in the Canal, the said fund to be fed by alloting to 
it a certain proportion of the dues which shall not be less than the 
average proportion allotted by the former Suez Canal Company to such 
programmes. 

(6) The Government of Egypt will issue another detailed statement covering 

the mentioned principles. 

This determination of the Government of Egypt proves that, notwithstanding 
the great sacrifices which Egypt sustained as a result of the aggression against her, 
she is still loyal to the purpose of co-operation with the world community of nations 
so as to make her contribution to the realisation of humanity’s hopes for peace and 
prosperity. 

The Government of Egypt wishes the Canal to be once again a link of prosperity 
and peace between all the peoples of the world. 


JE 1421/183 (8) 

From Foreign Office to United Kingdom Delegation, Bermuda 
(No. 52. Confidential) 

(Telegraphic) March 20,1957. 

Following for Beeley. 

We have considered Washington telegram No. 690 in the light of the Egyptian 
memorandum quoted in Washington telegram No. 701. 

2. This memorandum seems to be in the nature of a rnanifesto designed to 
state in broad terms the line which Egypt will take in future, while avoiding reference 
to the rights of users (both financial and administrative) which we regard as essential 
and which the Egyptians were committed to discuss in the Hammarskjold/Fawzi 
correspondence. 

3. It is thus not to be taken as a reply to the Four-Power proposals and, as a 
guide to Egypt’s reactions to them, it is still obscure. In particular. 

(a) It is not clear whether point 2 means that the manner of calculating dues 
will be as before—/.e., that they will be at the same level, or that the 
manner of paying dues will be as before— i.e., that they can be paid in 

sterling, francs or Egyptian £s.; 

(/>) while point 4 is, on the face of it, inconsistent with the Four-Power 
proposals, the reference to “ nominees ” of the Suez Canal Authority 
might be a loophole through which something approaching these 
proposals might be obtained. 
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4. Mr. Dulles’ questions raise issues of policy on which we do not wish to add 
to the brief already submitted on the settlement of the Suez Canal problem. We 
assume that Ministers will decide whether they wish to use some or all of the 
pressures and inducements available to get an interim arrangement on the lines of 
the Four-Power proposals or to reserve them as a means of getting a satisfactory 
final settlement, or to keep them for longer-term policies outside the Canal settlement 
altogether. We also assume, however, that it would be common ground between 
us and the Americans that the Egyptian memorandum in itself is altogether too 
obscure to warrant the giving of immediate concessions on our side. 

5. You may find useful the following analysis of the steps open to us should 
Ministers wish to offer inducements: — 

(a) As you know, we shall in any case shortly have to make arrangements for 
the payment of ships’ disbursements and perhaps also Canal dues. The 
least we can do here is to offer sterling which would be available for 
use anywhere outside the Dollar Area. 

(h) We may in any case for technical reasons have to go further and give the 
Egyptians Transferable Account facilities for all new current 
transactions. 

(c) We might moreover offer the release of some part of the blocked No. 1 
Account. It would be dangerous to offer to release the No. 1 Account 
as a whole, since unless the Sterling Releases Agreement were resumed 
this would entail the gradual draining away of the No. 2 Account which 
we, in any event, wish to keep blocked as a bargaining counter in 
negotiating about claims. 

6. It will be seen that (a) and (b) above do not represent inducements so much 
as arrangements we may well have to make in order to use the Canal. Our scope 
for manoeuvre is in fact very limited. 

7. As regards the inducements the Americans might offer, we very much hope 
that they would not offer the unfreezing of the blocked dollar balances until we 
were ready to offer something under (c). We think there is a risk that an American 
offer without a corresponding offer on our part would both be damaging to sterling 
and also might lead to Egyptian refusal of passage to our ships as a measure of 
retaliation. The risk would be diminished once the Canal had been opened and 
ships of both nationalities were passing through. 


JE 1421/187 



Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, United Kingdom Delegation, Bermuda, to Foreign Office. 

{Received March 22) 

(No. 48. Secret) Bermuda, 

(Telegraphic) March 21, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 52. 

Before the discussion of the Suez Canal began to-day, the Americans had 
shown us a copy of a telegram which had been sent to their Ambassador in Cairo, 
containing a message for Mr. Hammarskjold. A paraphrase is contained in my 
immediate following telegram. You will see that the views of the United States 
Government on the proposed interim arrangements are very close to our own. 

2. The subject was referred by this morning’s plenary meeting to a committee 
of officials, whose report (text in my second following telegram), was approved at 
the afternoon meeting. 

3. The message from me to Mr. Hammarskjold, referred to in paragraph 4 
of this report, is being telegraphed to the American Embassy in London, from 
'vhom you can obtain a copy. 
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4. The report incorporates two American suggestions on which we undertook 
to obtain your views urgently. The first appears in both paragraph 6 and 
paragraph 8 (2). It originates with Mr. Dulles, whose idea is that as many as 
possible of the members of S.C.U.A. should pay their dues through the Association. 
The Association would act merely as an agent for transmission of the sums due. 
If there was no interim agreement, S.C.U.A. would pay 100 per cent, to Egypt. 
If there was an agreement, S.C.U.A. would make transfers in accordance with its 
terms. By this means we should be helping to establish the right of S.C.U.A. to 
figure in the final settlement. Mr. Dulles thought it improbable that the Egyptians 
would refuse to accept money through this channel, provided the amount they 
obtained was in no way affected. 

5. The other proposal is contained in the second sentence of paragraph 7 
of the officials’ report and requires no further explanation. 

6. We should be grateful for an indication of your views tomorrow morning, 
if possible. 


JE 1421/188 


( 10 ) 


Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, United Kingdom Delegation, Bermuda, to Foreign Office. 

(Received March 22) 


(No. 49. Secret) Bermuda, 

(Telegraphic) March 21, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is the substance of Mr. Dulles’ message to Hammarskjold. 

The United States Government regrets the release of the Egyptian 
memorandum before the Egyptian Government had begun their negotiations with 
the Secretary-General. They noted, however, that they had been given oral advice 
to the effect that the memorandum was subject to negotiation. The United States 
Government considered the Egyptian proposals in their present form inadequate. 
They hoped that the Secretary-General could secure amended proposals, coming 
as near as possible to the suggestions made by the four Governments. The United 
States Government hoped that such amended proposals could be transmitted to 
the four Governments before they were released to the Press. 

2. The United States Government attached particular importance to the 
reaffirmation of the six principles and to arrangements being made for the payment 
of the dues to an agent designated by the Egyptian Government, such as the United 
Nations or the World Bank; half the dues to go to Egypt and half to be held 
pending a definite settlement. Of the half held back, an agreed percentage—say 
20 per cent.—should be used for improvements and developments; the remaining 
30 per cent, might be used for the payments of claims for compensation arising 
out of the nationalisation of the Canal. It was essential that the 50 per cent, 
retained should be kept out of the Egyptian Government’s control. 

3. It was possible that the Egyptian memorandum had been drafted in the 
way it was in order to allow some flexibility in the Egyptian authorities’ negotiation 
with Hammarskjold. Whether this was the case or not, it was essential that the 
Egyptian Government’s intentions as set out in the memorandum should as soon as 
possible be translated into specific proposals which would meet the minimum 
requirements of the principal users within the framework of the six principles. In 
the meantime the United States Government would refrain from making any 
substantive comment on the Egyptian memorandum and would simply say that 
the whole matter was under discussion between Hammarskjold and the Egyptian 
Government. 
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JE 1421/189 (11) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, United Kingdom Delegation, Bermuda, to Foreign Office. 

(Received March 22) 

(No. 50. Secret) Bermuda, 

(Telegraphic) March 21, 1957. 

My telegram No. 48. 

Following are “ agreed views of the working committee 

The suggestions conveyed to Mr. Hammarskjold in the State Department’s 
telegram of March 20 to the American Ambassador in Cairo form a reasonable 
basis for an interim arrangement. 

2. It would be premature to formulate a fall-back position at this stage. The 
aim should be to obtain acceptance of this proposal, or, failing that, to provoke 
an Egyptian counter-proposal. 

3. In their messages to Mr. Hammarskjold and Colonel Nasser, the United 
States Government have exercised as much pressure as is possible at this moment. 

4. It would, however, be helpful if the Foreign Secretary would reinforce 
the action of the United States Government by sending a message to 
Mr. Hammarskjold in Cairo. A draft is submitted. 

5. It would not be useful to bring in S.C.U.A. immediately or to attempt to 
conduct negotiations with Egypt through S.C.U.A. On the other hand, S.C.U.A. 
should be informed of the latest developments as soon as this can be done without 
embarrassing Mr. Hammarskjold. 

6. If an interim arrangement is obtained, the other members of S.C.U.A. 
should be invited to co-operate in securing the payment of dues through the agency 
of S.C.U.A. 

7. Consideration was also given to the problems arising from the fact that 
ships would be passing through the Canal before an interim arrangement could 
be put into effect. It was suggested that, so far as the United States, the United 
Kingdom and France were concerned, it would be desirable to consider the 
possibility of paying the dues to Egypt while at the same time setting aside 
equivalent sums in the blocked accounts, with the implication that release of these 
sums would depend on Egypt’s agreement to a substantial interim settlement. 

8. If the attempt to secure an interim settlement failed, consideration should 
be given to various measures including: — 

(i) withholding of all forms of economic assistance from Egypt; 

(ii) payment of dues through S.C.U.A.; 

(iii) a report to the Security Council, on the basis of the Resolution of 

October 13; 

(iv) a proposal that the United Nations should ask the International Court 

for an advisory opinion on the passage of Israeli ships through the 

Canal; 

(v) pressing of negotiations for a permanent settlement. 


JE 1421/189 (12) 

Foreign Office to Sir Harold Caccia 

(No. 1356. Saving. Confidential) Washington, 

March 25, 1957. 

UKDEL Bermuda telegram No. 48, paragraph 3. 

Following is text of the instructions sent to the United States Ambassador 
in Cairo. 

The Secretary has informed Mr. Selwyn Lloyd of the substance of the message 
you were asked to convey to Mr. Hammarskjold on March 20, concerning the 
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interim arrangements for the Suez Canal in the context of the Egyptian 
memorandum. 

2. Mr. Selwyn Lloyd is in entire agreement with the terms of this message, 
and requests you to inform Mr. Hammarskjold accordingly. He wishes to 
emphasise the importance he attaches to a prompt and fair interim arrangement. 
He hopes Mr. Hammarskjold will be able to obtain from the Egyptian Government 
either acceptance in substance of the Four-Power proposal or a conciliatory counter 
proposal which etfectively guarantees the interests of the users. He attaches 
particular importance to a reaffirmation by the Egyptian Government of their 
acceptance of the Security Council’s resolution of October 13. He further hopes 
that Mr. Hammarskjold will be able to obtain confirmation that the Egyptians 
envisage a system on the lines set out in his letter of October 24 to Dr. Fawzi. 

3. Mr. Selwyn Lloyd would like you to give his best wishes to the Secretary- 
General and to say that we are all relying on him to help us to take this important 
step forward. 

4. Conveying orally the foregoing to Mr. Hammarskjold you should bear in 
mind the importance of secrecy. The fact that Mr. Selwyn Lloyd has communicated 
with Mr. Hammarskjold from Bermuda on this question is not to be made known 
to the Government of Egypt. 


JE 1421/198 (13) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Foreign Office 

(No. 872. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 25, 1957. 

Mr. John J. McCloy told me this morning that he had just received an 
insistent appeal from the Secretary-General to go out to Cairo at once in connexion 
with interim arrangements for the Canal. McCloy said that he did not relish this 
journey. He had offered to go out six weeks ago, but Nasser had not wished him 
to come at that time. It was now in his view, too late for him to do anything 
helpful and he feared that all he would get would be “ another kick in the tail ”. 
Hammarskjold’s message, however, had been almost pleading and McCloy judged 
that the state of his discussions must be critical. In these circumstances, he felt 
that he must respond and was booked to fly to Cairo this afternoon. 

2. You will recall that in November, McCloy accepted an invitation from 
the Secretary-General to act as his financial adviser for the Canal clearance 
operation, and was in fact instrumental in raising the first $10 million for the 
clearance of the Canal. Hammarskjold has, from time to time, relied heavily on 
him for general advice in regard to the Canal problem. 

3. McCloy wanted to know whether 1 had any advice to give him and in 
particular whether any line had been agreed at Bermuda. 

4. I said that Her Majesty’s Government and the United States Government 
had taken their stand on the Four-Power proposals for an interim arrangement of 
February 19, and had asked the Secretary-General to do everything he could to 
obtain from the Egyptians acceptance or reasonable counter-proposals. 

5. McCloy wanted to know what our attitude would be if the Egyptians 
rejected the Four-Power proposals and insisted, once the Canal was open, on 
arrangements unsatisfactory to us. Would we boycott the Canal or would we 
accept unsatisfactory arrangements under protest? Had this point been settled at 
Bermuda? I said that both Governments were concentrating on the point in 
paragraph 4 above, and I hoped he would put all his influence, both with the 
Egyptians and the Secretary-General, behind the Four-Power proposals. 

6. In general, I told McCloy that I thought his visit might be helpful if he 
brought it home to Na.sser that it was as much in his interests as anyone else’s to 
agre^ to responsible arrangements about the Canal, which was Egypt’s chief 
economic asset. Nasser would be making a great mistake if he allowed him.self 
to be influenced by nationalistic considerations, or stood too narrowly on a 
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legalistic interpretation of Egyptian sovereignty. McCloy agreed; as there was 
little specific leverage which could be brought to bear, this was the best general 
line for him to take, and said he would plug it. He repeated, however, that he was 
not hopeful of results. 

7. McCloy said that before leaving he proposed to speak to Mr. Dulles, who 
would no doubt be able to put him in the picture as regards conclusions reached 
at Bermuda. 

8. I finally asked McCloy whether he intended to pass through London 
en route. He said that this would not be possible. He would, however, be passing 
through Beirut tomorrow. When I suggested that you might wish to convey to 
him an expression of your views through Her Majesty’s Ambassador, he said he 
would welcome such a message. 


JE 1421/209 


(14) 


Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 28) 

(No. 748) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) March 27, 1957. 

Following is text of Egyptian Draft Memorandum (communicated to United 
States Government). 

The Government of Egypt are pleased to announce that the Suez Canal will 
be open for normal traffic by mid-April, and will thus once again serve as a link 
between the nations of the world in the cause of peace and prosperity. 

2. The Government of Egypt acknowledge with appreciation and gratitude 
the efforts of the States and peoples of the world who contributed to the restoration 
of the Canal for normal traffic, and of the United Nations whose exertions enabled 
the clearance of the Canal to be accomplished peacefully and in a short time. 

3. In elaboration of the principles set out in their memorandum dated the 
18th of March, hereby make the following declaration on the problems connected 
with the Suez Canal and the arrangements for its operation. 

4. Reaffirmation of Convention. —It remains the unaltered policy and firm 
purpose of the Government of Egypt to respect the terms and the spirit of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888 and the rights and obligations arising therefrom. 

5. Observance of the Convention and of the Charter of the United Nations .— 
While reaffirming their determination to respect the terms and the spirit of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888, and to abide by the Charter and the principles 
and purposes of the United Nations the Government of Egypt are confident that 
the other signatories of the said Convention and all others concerned will be guided 
by the same resolve. 

6. Disputes, Disagreements or Differences Arising out of the Convention 

(a) Disputes or disagreements arising between the Parties to the Constantinople 

Convention of 1888 and in respect of it shall be settled in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations. 

(b) Differences arising between the Parties to the said Convention in respect 

of the interpretation of its provisions if not (repeat not) otherwise 
resolved will be referred to the International Court of Justice under 
Article 36 of its Statute, or by agreement to an appropriate organ of the 
United Nations. 

7. Freedom of Navigation, Tolls and Development of the Canal. —I'he 
Government of Egypt are more particularly (word omitted)— 

(a) To afford and maintain free and uninterrupted navigation for all nations 

in accordance with the Constantinople Convention of 1888; 

(b) that tolls shall continue to be levied in accordance with the last agreement 

concluded on the 28th of April, 1936 [«cl between the Government of 
Egypt and the Suez Canal Maritime Company, and that any increase 
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in the current rate of tolls within any 12 months, if they take place, 
shall be limited to 1 per cent., and any increase beyond that level to be 
the result of negotiations; and 

(c) that the Canal is maintained and developed in accordance with the 
progressive requirements of modern navigation, and that such 
maintenance and development shall include the 8th and 9th programmes 
of the Suez Canal Maritime Company with such improvements to the 
Canal as are considered necessary. 

8. Operation and Management. —The Canal will be operated and managed 
by the autonomous Suez Canal Authority established by the Government of Egypt 
on the 26th of July, 1956. The Government of Egypt are looking forward with 
confidence to continued co-operation with the nations of the world in advancing 
the usefulness of the Canal. 

9. Financial Arrangements 

(a) Tolls shall be payable in advance to the account of the Suez Canal 

Authority at any bank as may be authorised by it. In pursance of this 
the Suez Canal Authority has authorised the National Bank of Egypt 
and the Bank of International Settlement to accept on its behalf payment 
of the Canal tolls. 

ib) The Suez Canal Authority shall pay to the Government of Egypt 5 per cent, 
of all the gross receipts as royalty. 

(c) The Government of Egypt have decided to establish a Suez Canal Capital 
Land Development Fund into which shall be paid 25 per cent, of all 
gross receipts. This fund will assure that there shall be available to the 
Government of Egypt adequate resources to meet the needs of 
development and capital expenditure for the fulfilment of the 
responsibilities they have assumed, and are fully determined to 
discharge. 

10. Canal Code. —The regulations governing the Canal, including the details 
of its operation are embodied in the Canal Code which is the Law of the Canal. 

11. Discrimination and Complaints Arising out of the Canal Code 

id) In pursuance of the principles laid down in the Constantinople Convention 
of 1888, the Suez Canal Authority by the terms of its Statute can in no 
case grant any vessel, company or other party any advantage or favour 
not accorded to other vessels, companies or parties on the same 
conditions. 

(b) Complaints of discrimination or violation of the Canal Code shall be 

sought to be resolved by the complaining party by reference to the 
Suez Canal Authority. In the event of such a reference the matter 
may be referred to an arbitration tribunal composed of one nominee 
of the complaining party, one of the Authority and a third to be chosen 
by both. In case of disagreement such third member will be chosen by 
the President of the International Court of Justice. 

(c) The decisions of the arbitration tribunal shall be binding upon the parties 

when they are rendered, and these must be carried out in good faith. 

id) The Government of Egypt will study the appropriate further arrangements 
that could be made for fact-finding, consultation and arbitration on 
matters not otherwise covered in the present paragraph. 

12. Compensation and Claims. —The question of compensation and claims 
in connexion with the nationalisation of the Suez Canal Maritime Company shall, 
unless agreed between the parties concerned, be referred to arbitration in 
accordance with the established international practice. 

The Government of Egypt make this declaration as an expression of their 
desire and determination to enable the Suez Canal to be an efficient and adequate 
waterway, linking the nations of the world, and serving the causes of peace and 
prosperity. They do so in full confidence that it will meet with the good will and 
co-oi:^ration of the nations of the world. This declaration with the obligations 
therein constitutes an international instrument and will be deposited and registered 
with the Secretariat of the United Nations. 
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JE 1421/216 (15) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 29) 

(No. 891. Confidential) New York. 

(Telegraphic) March 28, 1957. 

After discussing Gaza and .Aqaba the Secretary-General turned to the Suez 
Canal question. 

2. He emphasised that on this subject he had been in a dilemma; he could 
exercise an influence over the Egyptians, but did want to become a party. The 
first Egyptian memorandum of last week (Washington telegram No. 701, to you) 
had been “ to say the least incomplete ”. When the Secretary-General arrived in 
Cairo he had found that Krishna Menon had, to use his own phrase, “ set the table 
for him ” and the Egyptians had already prepared a draft of the second 
memorandum. 

3. In the position he found himself he had concentrated on trying to get the 
Egyptians to fill in the gaps, first to get as much consultation with other 
Governments as possible and second, to leave a door open for organised 
co-operation. He had done this as a reply to the Egyptian request for criticism 
of the draft. The main results had been the insertion of the second sentence 
in paragraph 8 of the Egyptian draft memorandum as given in Washington telegram 
No. 748 to you, which opened the door for continued co-operation in operation 
and management, and of paragraph 11 (d), which opened the door for increased 
co-operation if the arbitration procedure proved too ponderous or other difficulties 
arose. The Secretary-General had also been responsible for the mention of the 
Bank of International Settlement in paragraph 9 (a), though he admitted that this 
made no material departure from the principle that the account should be under 
Egyptian control. 

4. In reply to my enquiry as to the status of the draft mernorandum, the 
Secretary-General said he had received his copy of the text as in Washington 
telegram No. 748 under a covering letter, saying that this was a draft statement 
which the Egyptian Government intended to issue soon and about which they were 
approaching seven Governments (United States, USSR, Yugoslavia, Syria, Saudi 
Arabia, Jordan and India). It was sent to the Secretary-General for his information 
with a request that he should add it to the deductions that he made from his talks 
in Cairo, use it as he thought best, and discuss it with others at his discretion. The 
Secretary-General in his reply said that should he receive any views and reactions 
he would be happy to pass them on to the Egyptian Government. He included a 
phrase implying protest at the manner of handling the matter and another making 
is clear that he could not regard the memorandum as satisfying the first four and 

particularly the fourth of the Security Council’s six requirements. 

5. The Secretary-General freely admitted that the memorandum could not 
be regarded as an answer to our Four-Power approach, though he felt entitled, 
from the way in which it had been given to him, to pass on the draft for comments. 
He certainly did not propose to take it up with the advisory committee. Indeed, 

he thought that the matter should not get into the hands of any United Nations 
body. He would transmit to the Egyptians any reactions he got from the Four, 
though time clearly would not permit us to embark on negotiations on the Egyptian 
draft memorandum. The Secretary-General suggested that a possible attitude we 
could take would be that this was a useful clarification of the Egyptian point of 
view, though very incomplete, and that we would hope that when circumstances 
were' favourable for proper international negotiation Egypt would consider putting 
the arrangements into a more final shape. 


JE 1421/221 (16) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 1542. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) March 30, 1957. 

Please tell Mr. Dulles that I think we must now get to grips with Egypt directly. 
Only the United States Government are in a position to do this effectively, and 
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I hope they will act as soon as possible through their Ambassador in Cairo. 
Whether or not he should say he is acting for other Governments as well as for 
the United States is a question which I am content to leave to Mr. Dulles. 

2. I entirely agree with what I understand to be the view of Mr. Dulles, that 
the object of this approach should be to draw the Egyptians into a negotiation. 
It is perhaps impossible for them to withdraw their draft declaration, since it is 
already public knowledge, but could they not explain that it is put forward as a 
basis for negotiation? We for our part would be prepared to negotiate on the 
basis of: — 

(fl) The Resolution of October 13. 

(/)) Mr. Hammarskjdld’s letter of October 24. 

(c) The Egyptian draft declaration. 

3. I would see no objection to the Americans indicating that a satisfactory 
outcome of negotiations on this basis would be followed by some relaxation of 
economic pressure by the United States. But this is a matter for Mr. Dulles to 
decide in the light of the tactical situation as he sees it. 

4. The proposed negotiations would be for a permanent settlement, and an 
agreement to start them would therefore raise again the question of interim 
arrangements. Here we might aim at an agreement under which Egypt would, 
as she proposes, set aside 25 per cent, for development, together with say another 
20 per cent, to form a fund from which compensation could eventually be paid. 

5. There remains the problem of what is to be done if we fail to secure 
an agreement to negotiate and the Egyptians consequently issue their declaration 
as planned. If we accepted this we should increase Nasser’s prestige and at the 
same time deprive ourselves of the possibility of reopening the question with a 
new Egyptian regime in the event of Nasser’s fall from power. These 
considerations point to the need for some effective way of protesting against the 
Egyptian diktat, the more so as in practice we should probably be obliged to 
permit our shipping to use the Canal in accordance with its terms. I have therefore 
been thinking of the possibility of taking the matter to the Security Council on 
the ground that the Egyptian declaration is a violation of the Resolution of 
October 13. A Resolution on these lines would probably be vetoed, but it would 
place on record in the most formal way open to us our protest against the Egyptian 
Government's conduct and decision. This however is a somewhat tentative 
proposal, and I would hope that we could postpone a decision on it until we know 
the outcome of the discussions which I hope the United States Ambassador will 
now be authorised to initiate in Cairo. 

6. In any event I assume that Mr. Dulles maintains his proposal for the 
“ double-blocking ” of Egyptian balances by the United Kingdom and the United 
States in the absence of a settlement. It is action by the United States on these 
lines which will have the greatest effect. 

7. I agree that consultation of the representatives of the members of the 
S.C.U.A. Executive in Washington would be a good move. But it will not of 
course relieve the pressure for a Council Meeting in London in the fairly near 
future. 

8. Please report the results of your meeting with Mr. Dulles by emergency 
telegram. 
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No. 10 

UNITED KINGDOM INFORMATION POLICY 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 42 Intel. Secret) March 5, 1957. 

A principal aim of United Kingdom policy towards Egypt is to reduce 
Egyptian influence in the Middle East and Africa, which is, and which we must 
assume will continue to be, hostile to us. Nevertheless we shall be obliged to try 
to come to terms with Egypt over the Suez Canal, and may therefore have to 
engage in negotiations with the present regime. This faces us with some delicate 
problems in the information field. In our attempts to discredit Egyptian policies 
We must be careful not to be seen to be working so openly against Egypt that we 
create the impression that we are determined to do Nasser down at all costs, 
however he behaves. 

2. Direct attacks on national leaders of Nasser’s type, if made overtly, in 
any case normally have quite the wrong effect, and we should avoid personal 
attacks and criticisms that have the effect of building him up as the personification 
of all that is opposed to us in the Middle East. 

3. Fortunately there seems to be developing in Middle Eastern countries 
(other than Syria and Jordan) a reasonable volume of criticism and misgivings in 
connexion with Egypt’s policies; and the interests of countries outside the Middle 
East are also being adversely affected by Egypt’s acts. To foster the growth of 
such criticism we should present, objectively and dispassionately, but also as 
widely as we can, any news or facts disadvantageous to Nasser, his regime and 
his policies. 

4. Local criticisms, and any facts or news that might be of use to our publicity 
services in this connexion, should therefore be promptly reported, in addition to 
any use which you and your staff may be able to make of them. 
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No. 11 

SUEZ CANAL USERS’ ASSOCIATION 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 46 Intel. Confidential) March 13,1957. 

The Council of S.C.U.A. met on February 28 primarily to consider the 
Administrator’s shipping report. This contained a short analysis of the effects 
of closure of the Canal, which singled out the disruption of Europe’s oil supplies 
as the most serious consequence. It also drew attention to the need of shipowners 
for reassurance on a number of points before they would hazard their ships in the 
Canal. But the report was mainly concerned with the question of whether a 
priority system for traffic would be needed on the re-opening, and if so what this 
would be. The conclusion was that if a limited draught only were available in 
the early stages this would in itself limit traffic, but that a priority system might 
be needed later; if so this would be on a temporary and voluntary basis, and would 
cover only tankers and liners, being operated through the co-operation of oil 
companies and liner conferences. A tentative outline of a scheme of priorities 
was put forward giving overall priority to tankers. 

2. Since the report was drafted, and on the morning of the meeting, the 
Administrator had heard “ unofficially ” from Mr. Hammarskjdld that the United 
Nations estimate of the period between the re-opening of the Canal and its capacity 
to take vessels of full draught had been appreciably shortened, and that passage 
of vessels of 33 feet might be possible immediately on re-opening. The 
Administrator did not regard this as conclusive evidence that a priority system 
would or would not be required, but it fundamentally altered the basis of his 
report and would need further expert study. Moreover, the Secretary-General 
had not provided enough information on a number of other practical points. 

3. The Council took a disappointingly negative line, and the United Kingdom 
delegate was obliged to point out the increasing urgency of the problem as the 
possibility of the Canal’s re-opening came nearer. The Norwegian representative 
was particularly negative: there was no need now for a priority system and in any 
case Norway could accept neither an overall priority for tankers nor any approach 
to the liner conferences. His Government considered S.C.U.A. should not be 
too active at present for fear of prejudicing the delicate negotiations in progress 
between Mr. Hammarskjdld and the Egyptians over interim arrangements for tolls. 
(I understand that the Norwegian shipowners are likely to take a more constructive 
view; so that this tiresome attitude may only be temporary.) The United States 
delegation wanted more time to study the report and asked that no action should 
be taken on it meanwhile. The United Kingdom delegation stressed the need for 
keeping S.C.U.A. in the field as an authoritative source of information on conditions 
and facilities in the Canal, and as a participant through the Administrator in 
Governments’ discussions with oil companies and shipowners on the problem of 
priorities, which would take place whether S.C.U.A. took cognisance of them or 
not. 

4. The Council was not able to pass a constructive resolution and thought 
it wise not to pass an emasculated one. The most that could be achieved was that 
the Council took note of the report; called on the Administrator to revise it in 
the light of information subsequently received; expressed concern that traffic 
through the Canal should be resumed as soon as possible under satisfactory 
conditions (I attach particular importance to the last three words); requested the 
Administrator to supply members regularly with the fullest possible information 
about the state of the Canal, and to keep in touch with planning that shipowners 
and oil companies might contemplate about the resumption of traffic. 

5. The United Kingdom delegation took the opportunity of informing the 
Council, in connexion with the proposals put jointly by the United States, the 
United Kingdom, France and Norway for international custody of the Canal 
tolls to Mr. Hammarskjdld on February 19 for transmission to the Egyptian 
Government, that Sir Pierson Dixon had been told on February 26 by the Secretary- 
General that he had had no answer from the Egyptians and did not expect one 
until after the General Assembly debate about the Gaza Strip and the Gulf of 
Aqaba. 
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6. The foregoing is for your information and may be drawn upon in 
discussions with S.C.U.A. and other friendly Governments. Points to be 
emphasised are the short time remaining before the Canal may be re-opened; the 
importance of S.C.U.A. being recognised as a source of information on Canal 
conditions, and of its being in touch with planning by oil companies and 
shipowners about the resumption of traffic in case a priority system is needed. 
S.C.U.A. members must stick together and show solidarity. The Association 
should be active over present practical problems facing all user countries (bearing 
in mind that I consider S.C.U.A. should not be injected prematurely into 
negotiations for a settlement). There is obviously an important role in the future 
for an organisation representing the major users of the Canal. 
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No, 12 

EGYPT: POLITICAL SITUATION 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 52 Intel. Secret) March 28. 1957. 

The present Egyptian Government is still to outward appearances firmly in the 
saddle; Nasser's hold on the “ Free Officers ” movement, through which the Army 
is dominated, and on the police state apparatus run by his Minister of the Interior, 
is apparently unbroken. There is some evidence that Nasser's authority inside 
the governing group may have waned slightly. 

2. The Government has nevertheless had to face a certain amount of internal 
opposition, and discontent is widespread. A number of prominent figures from 
former Governments are said to be under constraint, and Salah Salem under house 
arrest (although this has been denied by the Egyptian Information Services in 
Beirut). There is little doubt that a number of army officers, including members 
of the cavalry corps (who were the disaffected elements at the time of the Neguib 
crisis in March 1954) are under arrest or on trial. The defeat in Sinai produced 
its quota of disgruntled officers. Nasser has been disquieted too by the reappearance 
of the Moslem Brotherhood as a force to be reckoned with. In a Press interview 
he has referred to them as “ the Zionists of the Moslem world.” Many of the 
500,000 weapons which were distributed to the population at large during the 
November crisis have not been returned and there is little doubt that some of these 
are now in the hands of the Brotherhood and of the Communists. Both these 
groups lack effective leadership at present. There has been some peasant discontent 
in Upper Egypt at forced collections being made for the rebuilding of Port Said. 

3. While the economic situation in Egypt does not constitute an imrnediate 
threat to the regime, it remains difficult despite Soviet bloc supplies of grain and 
oil on which Egypt relies heavily. Cotton exports have fallen drastically. Egypt 
has been trying to restore some commercial ties with Western countries and has even 
tried to sell part of this year’s cotton crop to France. Despite assistance from 
Saudi Arabia and China there is evidence that the Egyptian Government regard 
their hard currency position as serious. The Egyptians claim to have concluded 
agreements with twenty-three countries which will accept Egyptian pounds instead 
of sterling or dollars. Even so there are drawbacks for Egypt. The Egyptian pound 
is everywhere at a discount and exporters who accept it will presumably raise their 
prices to cover themselves. While supplies of staple foodstuffs seem adequate and 
their price has not risen excessively, there are a number of signs that economic 
restrictions are beginning to be felt. Pharmaceuticals are scarce and there is 
growing difficulty in obtaining spare parts, particularly for irrigation pumps and 
other machinery of Western provenance. 

4. In conjunction with the damage to Egypt’s foreign exchange and trading 
position caused by present restrictions, the Government’s attack on foreign 
commercial communities has had a paralysing effect on commerce in Egypt. In 
an interview with the Soviet Press on December 28, Nasser repeated his thesis that 
the Egyptian revolution was social as well as political. He has used the present 
crisis to further his proclaimed long-term aim of creating a unified society by 
destroying the large, rich and powerful foreign communities, which in his eyes are 
a divisive factor. The sequestration measures have had the purpose of liquidating 
the British, French and .Jewish communities and enterprises in Egypt. Subsequent 
legislation for the Egyptianisation of all banks, insurance companies and import 
agencies carried this process a stage further. The position of private capital in 
Egypt has been shaken despite official assurances that no nationalisation is intended 
and that the Government only wish to “ harmonise ” public and private economic 
activity. 

5. There has been an increasing volume of protest by foreign and Christian 
communities quite apart from the British, French and Jews most directly affected. 
Thus the Greek Government are concerned about the fate of their large colony in 
Egypt. The Greek Chambers of Commerce in Cairo and Alexandria addressed an 
appeal (published in a French language Egyptian newspaper) to Nasser to moderate 
the Egyptianisation laws which they described as a “ deadly blow to the majority 
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of Greeks living in this country.'’ The Lebanese Embassy in Cairo are said to have 
received 11,000 applications for Lebanese passports from Egyptians with some 
Lebanese connection. There is an increasing concern in United States, Swiss, 
Belgian and other business circles about Egyptian interference with foreign 
enterprise. The Roman Catholic newspaper Le Rayon d’Egypte has complained 
about discrimination against Christians. The Jesuit author of the articles has been 
expelled from Egypt. 

Relations with the Soviet Union 

6. Reports from all quarters indicate that Nasser is continuing to work closely 
with the Soviet Union, that he is being swept by the tide of events willy-nilly 
towards the Russians and that he himself feels that he cannot afford to turn his 
back on them. He is certainly still reluctant to become a Russian puppet; and 
continues to suppress internal Communism. But he is in any case of more use to 
the Soviet Union as an “ independent ” anti-Western nationalist than as a 
Communist agent. Meanwhile, his dependence on Russian material aid and advice 
is increasing and he is likely in practice to continue to work for the expulsion of the 
West from the area under his influence. The Soviet Union has largely met Egypt’s 
requirements of grain and oil and it seems likely that arrangements have been made 
at least to replace the military equipment lost in the Sinai campaign. 

Relations with the United States 

7. There has been a steady deterioration in Egypt’s relations with the United 
States. Moderate Egyptian Ministers have made pleas to the United States 
Government for support but these have been rejected by Mr. Dulles. The United 
States Press and public are becoming more openly hostile to Nasser and this in turn 
is reflected in the sullenness of Egyptian propaganda about the United States, 
although open hostility has been avoided. Nasser can be expected to make further 
efforts to convince the United States Government that while receiving some aid 
and arms from Russia, he could still be “ saved ” by political support and a liberal 
infusion of dollars. 

8. The key to the situation, however, is still the Israeli problem. In the last 
resort the United States cannot out-bid the Soviet Union in support for the Arabs 
against Israel. Nothing less is likely to satisfy the fanatical nationalism which 
is Nasser’s stock-in-trade and which the Russians wish to foster. Opposition to 
Israel thus remains a ready-made level for any unscrupulous Power wishing to 
prise the extremist Arabs away from the West. The previous major Western (and 
especially United Kingdom) effort to reach a generous understanding with Nasser 
failed because of it. Our withdrawal from the Sudan, the evacuation of the Suez 
Base, the sterling balances agreement and the offer to help to finance the building 
of the Aswan Dam were all designed to provide Nasser with an alternative to his 
policy of leading the Arab crusade against Israel. Such a price will not be offered 
again or anything like it. So it seems unlikely that Nasser will relinquish his present 
policy for one of collaboration with the West. He will continue to try to lead 
the Arabs in their crusade against Israel and in the attempt to drive out Western 
strategic oil and commercial interests. Egyptian radio propaganda to the Persian 
Gulf States, Aden and East Africa has already been renewed and extended. 

9. The above is primarily for your own information, not for written 
dissemination, but you may use it at discretion in conversation. 
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No. 13 

ALLEGATIONS OF HER MAJESTY’S GOVERNMENT’S 
FOREKNOWLEDGE OF ISRAEL’S INTENTION TO INVADE SINAI 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 23 Guidance. Confidential) March 29, 1957. 

Le Figaro of March 28 carries extracts from a book written by two French 
journalists in which they allege that the Israelis told the French Minister of National 
Defence in the middle of October of their plans to attack Egypt, and that this 
information was communicated to Sir Anthony Eden and myself in Paris on 
October 16. 

2. You should not draw attention to Press and agency reports, but if 
questioned about them your line should be to deflate them as much as possible. 
You should say that on the substance of the allegations there is nothing to add to 
what has already been said by Ministers in the House of Commons. You should 
if necessary draw attention to Sir Anthony Eden s statements to the House on 
December 20 (texts in my immediately following telegram). You should point out 
further that the book referred to in the reports is apparently an unoflficial publication 
and so far as Her Majesty’s Government are aware does not reflect the views of the 
French Government. Her Majesty’s Government are not called upon to comment 
on everything that appears in private publications. 


( 2 ) 


Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 24 Guidance) March 29,1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

In answer to a question by the Leader of the Opposition whether the decisions 
on what action to take if Israel began a preventive war, which the French Foreign 
Minister had said had been taken in advance, were taken at the private meetings 
on October 16 and October 23. Sir Anthony Eden replied: — 

“ It is perfectly true that there were a number of discussions on every 
kind of hypothetical event in the Middle East .... so of course we discussed 
every possible hypothesis. But I repeat that there was no agreement arrived at 
until 1 informed the House about it ”. That is to say on October 30. 

In reply to a further question Sir Anthony Eden said: 

“ I am responsible for what I say to the House and not for what Ministers 
in other countries say in other Houses .... I know myself what the position of 
our own Government was quite clearly. That is that the decisions were taken 

on the date I gave... .” 

On the same day Sir Anthony Eden made a further statement on the question 
of foreknowledge of the Israel attack. He said: — 

“ I want to say this on the question of foreknowledge and to say it quite 
bluntly to the House, that there was not foreknowledge that Israel would invade 
Pgvnt—there was not. But there was something else. There was—we knew 
it perfectly well-a risk of it and in the event of the risk of it certain discussions 
and conversations took place as I think was absolutely right and as I think 

anybody would do.” 

The full text of the exchanges is contained in Hansard of December 20, 
Columns 1460—1463 and Columns 1520—1522. 
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No. 14 

NAVIGATION THROUGH THE STRAITS OF TIRAN AND THE 

GULF OF AQABA 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 60 Intel. Confidential) April 4, 1957. 

Ill the United Nations General Assembly on March 4 the Minister of State 
for Foreign Affairs defined Her Majesty's Government’s position in the following 
terms: 

” It is the view of Her Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom 
that the Straits of Tiran must be regarded as an international waterway, 
through which the vessels of all nations have a right of passage. 

“ Her Majesty’s Government will assert this right on behalf of all British 
shipping, and they are prepared to join with others to secure general recognition 
of this right.” 

2. On March 1 Mr. Lodge had restated the American position, in the terms 
of the aide-memoire which had been delivered to the Israel Ambassador in 
Washington by Mr. Dulles on February 11. This was as follows: 

” With respect of the Gulf of Aqaba and access thereto—the United States 
believes that the Gulf comprehends international waters and that no nation 
has the right to prevent free and innocent passage in the Gulf and through the 
Straits giving access thereto. We have in mind not only commercial usage, 
but the passage of pilgrims on religious missions, which should be fully 
respected. 

“ In the absence of some overriding decision to the contrary, as by the 
International Court of Justice, the United States, on behalf of vessels of 
United States registry, is prepared to exercise the right of free and innocent 
passage and to join with others to secure general recognition of this right.” 

3. The representatives of a number of other maritime countries in the 
General Assembly also spoke in support of the principle of free and innocent 
passage through the Straits of Tiran. 

4. The considerations on which Her Majesty’s Government base their views 
are as follows. 

5. First, some part at least of the Gulf of Aqaba must be considered as high 
seas. The expression “ high seas ” means technically waters that are not internal 
or territorial. The Gulf of Aqaba varies in width from less than 12 miles to 
approximately 16 miles. On the basis of the 3-mile territorial limit there would 
therefore be a considerable stretch of water in the middle of the Gulf constituting 
high seas. Egypt and Saudi Arabia in fact claim a 6-mile territorial limit, as does 
Israel. But even if such a claim were admitted there would still be a stretch of 
international water in part at least of the Gulf. On this basis the Straits of Tiran 
could be considered Straits normally used for international navigation between 
two parts of the high seas. Under Article 17 (4) of the draft Articles concerning 
the Law of the Sea drawn up by the International Law Commission, there must 
in peacetime be no suspension, even temporarily, of the innocent passage of 
foreign ships in such straits. This is not affected by the fact that the Straits of Tiran 
are within the territorial waters of Egypt on the one side and Saudi Arabia on 
the other. The “ Enterprise Channel ” (the usual passage through the Straits) is 
very clo.se to the Egyptian coast. 

6. Secondly, even if there were no high seas in the Gulf of Aqaba, Her 
Majesty’s Government’s legal advice is that the existence of the ports of two 
countries, Israel and Jordan, at the head of the Gulf oueht to make the Straits 
international. In his speech to the General Assembly on March 4 the Minister 
of State included the following passage: 

“ I listened the other day with great attention when our distinguished 
colleague from India, Mr. Khrishna Menon, argued that the Straits of Tiran 
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were not an international waterway. Although 1 admired the ingenuity of 
his reasoning and the wealth of his examples, I fear that I could not follow 
him to his conclusions. For he overlooked one fact simple enough in itself 
but, as 1 see it, essential to consideration of this problem: the fact that unlike 
the fjords of Norway or the Hudson Bay in Canada, or the Hudson River 
here in New York, or any of the other instances which Mr. Menon quoted, 
the Gulf of Aqaba is not only bounded at its narrow point of entry (that is 
the Straits of Tiran) by two countries, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, but contains 
at its head the ports of two further countries: Jordan and Israel. This simple, 
undeniable fact is in itself enough to put it in a different category from any of 
the inland waters mentioned by Mr. Menon.” 

If the issue were to be referred to the International Court it is improbable that 
the Court would find that rights of passage through the Straits of Tiran and in the 
Gulf were less free than those through Straits normally used for international 
navigation between two parts of the high seas. In other words, and quite 
independently of the Straits being international as connecting two parts of the 
high seas, the ships of the States bordering on the Gulf must have a right of access 
to and from the Red Sea through the Straits and the waters of the Gulf; and the 
ships of all foreign States have a similar right of access to the ports of the States 
bordering on the Gulf. 

7. Merchant ships have of course a well-established right of innocent passage 
through the territorial waters of a foreign State. The right of passage through an 
international Strait, or through waters comparable to an international Strait, 
is greater than the normal right of innocent passage in that the coastal State is 
not entitled to suspend the right of passage through an international Strait 
(see paragraph 5). 

8. In stating their view Her Majesty’s Government have in mind merchant 
ships rather than warships. There is no universally recognised right of innocent 
passage through territorial waters for warships. On the other hand warships have 
the same right of innocent passage through an international Strait as merchant 
ships. The Commentary of the International Law Commission on Article 17 
of the draft Article on the Law of the Sea made it quite clear that the provision 
about no right of suspension in regard to international Straits applies fully in resp>ect 
of warships. This principle was upheld by the decision of the International Court 
in the Corfu Channel case. 

9. All the above may be used freely with the Government to which you are 
accredited. You may also draw upon it to encourage publicity for Her Majesty’s 
Government’s point of view. 

10. You should also know for your own information only that it was agreed 
at the Bermuda Conference that the Americans and ourselves should consult other 
maritime Powers on the possibility of obtaining an advisory opinion or a decision 
from the International Court concerning transit through the Straits of Tiran and 
on the means of preserving freedom of passage pending such an opinion or decision. 
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VR 1083/7 No. 15 

EGYPT’S REOCCUPATION OF THE GAZA STRIP 

( 1 ) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(TdegranUcf""'’'*""'''"" Office, 

u eiegrapliic) 

attitude this morning’s Press carries 

niessages from Cairo to the effect that: — 

to resume immediately 
^ministration of the Gaza Strip and have appointed an Egyptian 
Governor (or administrative director); 

(5) that the Egyptian Government have protested to Mr. Hammarskjold 
against the infringement by U.N.E.F. of the duties defined for it by 
the United Nations and at its firing at civilian inhabitants of the Gaza 
Strip and that Egypt could not agree to United Nations troops 
undertaking any duties beyond stopping the fighting and following up 
the withdrawal of the aggressor forces behind the armistice lines; 

(c) that according to Cairo Radio Egypt is in a state of war with Israel and 
accordingly under international law has the right to exercise the 
prerogatives of belligerency in the Tiran Straits with regard to Israel. 

though such statements may have been made for internal political 
scSk therefore contain an element of bluff it is clear that an extremely 

reeard fn moment. Apart from Dr. Bunche’s denial in 

h- "t) authoritative information from the Secretary- 

general or his representatives. 

anv Hammarskjold urgently for a statement of the facts and 

wy indication of the action which he intends to take. Unless you ^ 

Wjertion please also make discreet enquiries of delegations represented on 
Mr. Hammarskjold s Advisory Committee. 


VR 1083/23 (2) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received March 14) 

(No. 830. Confidential) t4ew York. 

(Telegraphic) jg^y 

My French colleague and I called on the Secretary-General at his request this 
iternoon for what turned out to be a strange conversation. Hammarskjdld’s main 

preoccupation seemed to be to find out what backing Israel might expect for resistine 
an Egyptian return to Gaza. ^ 

2. He said he was now faced with having to give instructions to Bunche and 
ourns regarding the extent of the United Nations responsibilities in Gaza and of 
tgypt s presence there. He had hitherto tried to sidestep these awkward questions 

^ conflict of views on the legal situation. On the one 
Fov adopted by the General Assembly which recognised 

Armistice Agreement. On the other, there was the Israel 
land that the Egyptians could not return to Gaza in any shape or form His 
advisory committee were unanimous in supporting the Assembly position and he 
om ^vi"’ constitutionally pay attention to what was said either inside or 

Sum although, of course, “ politically ” he had to take this into 

^ dilemma with which he was faced was perhaps best illustrated bv 
oen Gurion s statement yesterday in the Knesset reserving Israel’s freedom of action 
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in case the Egyptians returned to Gaza. To clear his own mind he had analysed 
this statement in the form of seven questions which he proceeded to read out to us. 
(At the end of the conversation he handed us copies of these notes—for text see 
my second following telegram.) 

4. On the first question he assumed, of course, that no Egyptian troops would 
return, but it was upsetting to him to have to leave the interpretation entirely to 
Israel. Would the arrival of General Latif and his five civil administrators be 
regarded as a “ return ” in this context. On questions two to six he had to ask 
himself whether he should take note of the views of other Governments if they 
endorsed the Israel stand, since the position taken by his representatives in the 
discussions in Cairo would inevitably be influenced by the degree of danger involved. 
On question three he particularly asked whether the Israelis’ intention was supported 
by other Governments or was just for home consumption. On the fifth question he 
had also to ask himself whether he had to take this into account except “ in political 
sense ”. The sixth question related to the Israel thesis that U.N.E.F. had taken 
over occupation of Gaza from Israel and was, therefore, obliged to maintain the 
Israel policy of keeping Egypt out, if necessary by force. This view was certainly 
not shared by his advisory committee. He concluded by saying that it would be a 
great help to him as background to the decisions he had to take if we and the French 
could clarify our views on these points. 

5. He then turned to the news from Cairo. Bunche’s reports of his talks with 
Nasser were beginning to reach him, but he had not yet received a full account. 
Bunche was reported to have said in Cairo that the U.N.E.F. would turn Gaza 
over to Egyptian control as was done in Port Said and that it was up to Egypt to 
say when the take-over would be. Whatever he may have said to the Press 
Hammarskjold guessed that Bunche had felt obliged to go into the legal issues 
because of Egyptian suspicions that the United Nations was planning to 
internationalise Gaza. Bunche had sent two worried cables on this score. His 
latest report confirmed the Egyptian intention to send General Latif with five civil 
administrators into Gaza ”. Their “ first task would be to observe and report to 
Cairo on the needs in Gaza ”. Burns proposed that he should insist that any 
Egyptian take-over of functions now performed by U.N.E.F. should be gradually 
effected and not done by proclamation or a decree. Bums and Bunche had also 
called to say that some clarification was necessary if and when General Latif arrived 
in Gaza. They therefore themselves proposed, unless Hammarskjold objected, to 
issue a statement pointing out that Egypt’s legal position derived from the Armistice 
Agreement which, as an international agreement, had United Nations endorsement; 
and noting that recent Assembly resolutions called for scrupulous observance of the 
Armistice Agreement. Hammarskjold did not say whether he thought such a 
statement desirable or whether it might not provoke violent Israel reactions. That 
was his headache. 


VR 1083/17 * (3) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 14) 

(No. 831. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 13, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

When Hammarskjold had finished I did not comment on his questions about 
the attitude of Israel, but said I should be grateful to learn how, in the light of the 
latest information available to him, he now interpreted the most recent Egyptian 
actions. He said he could not object to Egypt sending a civil administrator with a 
small group into Gaza. This could be regarded as a token Egyptian 
administration. He was quite certain that the Egyptians did not want to 
send troops back into Gaza and he thought they were only too happy to leave the 
U.N.E.F. to guard the demarcation line. The problem was limited at the most to 
the degree of civil administration which Egypt would demand. He thought that 
they would be content with modest representation and using United Nations 
resources to the full. But if the Israelis made a great fuss about this, the Egyptians 
might feel obliged to increase their numbers. 
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2. My French colleague, who likewise made no reference to Hammarskjold’s 
questionnaire, enquired whether the United Nations would keep control of the 
police and maintain its own forces through the strip. Hammarskjold said that 
though the U.N.E.F. might nominally be moved to the demarcation line it would, 
in fact, operate throughout the area which was very narrow. There would have 
to be some ostensible balance between the United Nations and Egyptian civil 
responsibilities. The police were local Palestinians, but there could be co-operation 
with U.N.E.F’s military police force. 

3. I said that we had always understood that the Secretary-General envisaged 
some Egyptian “ presence ” in the strip. That might be necessary, but surely 
neither we, nor anyone else, had thought for a moment that the Port Said pattern 
Would be followed in Gaza. He, of course, agreed. He also agreed not only that 
the timing of the announcement of General Latif’s appointment was not at all what 
he had expected from his previous talks with Fawzi, but also that its unilateral 
nature was unfortunate. I pointed out that if Latif’s first task was to survey the 
scene in the strip and to report on needs, the clear implication was that there was 
more to come later of an unspecific kind. I asked Hammarskjold whether he 
could work out with the Egyptians some comprehensive arrangement determining 
the respective responsibilities for the United Nations and Egypt which, if it seemed 
reasonable to them, other Governments could urge the Israelis to accept. He 
seemed to agree without tying himself down to the view that this should be done 
in one stage. Fawzi himself had urged that he should go to Jerusalem after Cairo. 

4. That brought him to the timing of his visit. He had decided not to leave 
for Cairo until Saturday, March 16, which meant he would arrive on March 18. In 
New York he was in touch with both sides as well as with other United Nations 
members and the short delay would give Fawzi on his return time to talk to his 
Government and, in particular, to send some reply to the Four-Power proposals 
for interim arrangements for the Suez Canal. I told him that you did not wish to 
influence him one way or the other about the timing of his visit to Cairo. But if 
he got a reply to the Four-Power proposals before he left, that would suit us very 
well for we did not, of course, want the problems of Gaza and the Canal to be 
linked. Hammarskjold seemed to take this point well. 


VR 1083/23 (4) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 14) 

(No. 832. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 13, 1957., 

My telegram No. 830. 

Following is text of Secretary-General’s Notes. 

1. Ben Gurion states: Israel reserves freedom of action in case the Egyptians 
return to the Strip. What is the interpretation of the Israel stand on Egyptian 
return (in concrete terms)? 

2. If the Israel stand is one which excludes a return of Egyptian civil 
administration, even in a limited form, and close collaboration with the United 
Nations, is that endorsed by any other member? 

3. Ben Gurion says: If the time comes when action is appropriate and 
necessary then the Government of Israel will not, of course, give prior notice of 
its action. This seems to indicate an intention to resort to military action “ in self 
defence ” in case of an “ Egyptian return to Gaza ” as interpreted by Israel. Is 
that stand endorsed by any other member? 

4. The quote in the previous point indicates that action “ in self defence ” 
would be taken without resorting to the procedure prescribed in Article 51. Is 
that endorsed by any other member? 

5. Israel spokesmen in contact with the Secretariat refer to “ the 
understanding ” concerning Gaza. Is there any such understanding and, if so, 
does it cover any of the previous points? Is such an understanding, if it exists, by 
any member considered as binding on the United Nations (or its Secretariat)? 
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6. Ben Gurion says: I must express surprise at the statement attributed in 
the Press to Dr. Bunche to the effect that the U.N.E.F. is in the Strip with the 
agreement of Egypt. It is not in the power of the Egyptian dictator to agree or 
disagree to this, since he was ignominiously expelled from the Strip. This statement 
indicates again that Israel considers that the United Nations functions on the basis 
of authority transferred to it by the occupying Power, Israel. Is that view endorsed 
by any other member? If so, what means of action are envisaged for the United 
Nations exerting such authority if the United Nations would have to enforce an 
exclusion of Egypt from the Strip? 

7. If the United Nations is in the Strip on the legal basis established by the 
Armistice Agreement, what other means of action than negotiation without military 
pressure has the United Nations if it is considered that the United Nations should 
exclude the return of civilian administrators which Egypt wishes to send to the 
Strip. 


VR 1083/24 (5) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 14) 

(No. 833. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 13. 1957. 

My telegram No. 830. 

As I see it the Secretary-General’s questions had been designed; 

(a) to put Israel in the wrong, and 

(b) to embarrass the Governments whose representatives during the recent 

Assembly debate supported the “ actions and expectations ” in regard 
to the Gaza Strip the basis on which Israel was withdrawing, they 
could hardly have been formulated more skilfully. 

2. I have, however, established that they were not put to Lodge who saw the 
Secretary-General this morning. This may be because of his statement when he 
spoke on March 1 that the future of the Gaza Strip must be worked out within 
the framework of the Armistice Agreement and because of the repeated denials 
since then of any secret understandings with, or commitments to, the Israelis. 
Be that as it may, it cannot be without significance that Mr. Hammarskjold should 
have sent for the French and us together and put these questions to the two of us. 
He is not the man to have done that except of set purpose. 

3. All this seems to call for a rejoinder of the discreet kind which the 
Secretary-General so well understands. 

4. In the first place we should, I think, react on our own though, of course, 
keeping the Americans and French informed. 

5. Secondly, we ought surely to avoid getting drawn into a discussion of 
what is, or is not, unreasonable on the part of Israel. 

6. Thirdly, we perhaps owe it to the Secretary-General, in view of the very 
real difficulties of his position, to let him know where we stand on the basic legal 
and practical issues. 

7. With these considerations in mind, I suggest that I might be authorised 
to speak to him somewhat on the following lines: — 

(a) we can only answer for ourselves; 

(/)) we consider that the U.N.E.F. is in the Gaza Strip on the recommendation 
of the General Assembly and with the agreement of the Egyptian 
Government; 

(c) the Secretary-General’s report of February 22 was formulated in such a 

way as surely to justify the Israelis in thinking that the U.N.E.F. would 
remain in effective control of the Gaza Strip for more than a few days; 

(d) it seems to us, therefore, that they would have a genuine cause for 

complaint if civil administration in the Gaza Strip were handed over 
to the Egyptians at this stage; 
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(e) on practical grounds it seems to us that the United Nations should aim 
at retaining in its hands for the time being exclusive responsibility for 
the security in the Strip, so that there can be a real prospect of its 
preventing renewal of fedayeen raids; 

(/) we hope that on this basis he will be able to work out with the Egyptians 
arrangements which we shall feel able to recommend Israel to accept; 

(g) we are very conscious of the difficulties of his position and shall at all 
times do all we can to help him. 


VR 1083/35 (6) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 16) 

(No. 847. Confidential) blew York, 

(Telegraphic) March 15, 1957. 

I saw the Secretary-General this afternoon. I began by handing him the full 
text of your statement yesterday in the House on the Middle East. He said he 
would read this with close attention and interest. I then spoke on the lines of 
paragraphs 6 and 7 of my telegram No. 833 making use of the additional points 
in paragraph 2 of your telegram under reference. 

2. He seemed pleased and, I think, relieved at this exposition of our views; 
in particular, that we felt we owed it to him to explain our position on the basic, 
legal and practical issues. He was inclined to dismiss the legal arguments as being 
“stratospheric” at this stage. He did not, however, dispute any of the points in 
paragraph 7 of my telegram No. 833: indeed he said he found our position now 
much closer to his own than he had thought might be the case in the light of what 
had been said in the Assembly debates. He agreed fully that the United Nation’s 
role should be as expressed in paragraph 7 (e). In this connexion he pointed out 
that there might be a problem over the detailed arrangements for controlling the 
Gaza police. Police duties were, he believed, largely in the hands of the local 
Palestinians. While the Egyptian Government should not get control of the police, 
it might not be possible for the U.N.E.F. to execute all police duties itself. He 
agreed, however, that the United Nations should retain exclusive responsibility for 
security in order to prevent fedayeen raids. 

4. He had little news to tell me, but amplified the Canadian account of the 
Bunche-Nasser conversation. Nasser had undertaken to make no decisions on 
major issues on the relationship between the United Nations and Egypt, particularly 
as regards the points in Hammarskjold’s statement of February 22, before he 
had discussed all this with the Secretary-General in Cairo. In general, 
Hammarskjold seemed to feel that the situation had taken a turn for the better. 
He had had two hours with Eban this morning and had found him much less 
excited about the situation than he had expected. He though that Bunche’s talks 
with Nasser had been more successful in easing the situation than had been the 
demarche which, he understood, the Americans had also made in Cairo. Although 
the timing and character of the announcement about General Latif was bad, he did 
not feel that he could raise any complaints before he got to Cairo. 

5. I got the impression that he had now a clearer indication of the American 
position (Lodge had just been to see him) and was a little happier as to how far 
he could go in his talks with Nasser. He pointed out, however, that he could only 
reach aa agreement with Nasser through negotiation. The only sanction he had 
was to recall the Assembly, but that would be a major political decision for him to 
take. 

6. He confirmed that he now planned to leave for Cairo on the afternoon 
of Monday, March 18. Mrs. Meir was visiting Washington over the weekend and 
he wanted to find out before he left where the Israelis and Americans stood. It 
was agreed that he would see Sir Pierson Dixon on his return on the morning of 
March 18. 
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VR 1083/45 (7) ' - 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 19) 

(No. 856. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 18, 1957. 

Mr. Crosthwaite’s telegram No. 847. 

I saw Hammarskjold this afternoon at his request. He seemed cheerful, 
though perhaps a bit too optimistic. The latest news was that General Latif had 
set up shop with an entourage of some fifty to a hundred Egyptians (including some 
military police), but had not as yet taken over any executive duties, except 
apparently in the hospitals. Hammarskjold did not think this particularly 
significant, though it was foolish of the Egyptians to insist on it. Otherwise there 
were no fundamental changes in the respective positions of the U.N.E.F. and the 
Egyptians in Gaza. 

2. As regards his own plans, he was seeing Mrs. Meir this evening, having 
established that nothing of any significance took place during her exchanges with 
Mr. Dulles in Washington. Indeed, the communique just issued struck him as 
remarkably “ drab ”. He had the impression that the Israelis were calming down 
a bit. He also had a clearer idea now of the extent of the American commitments 
to Israel. He could not delay his visit to Cairo much longer. Burns and Bunche 
were clamouring for him and the latter had, in effect, promised Nasser that he 
would (paragraph 4 of telegram under reference). Moreover, Menon was due in 
Cairo on Tuesday and Wednesday this week, which could only make things more 
difficult as he would certainly try to lock all doors in advance. Hammarskjold 
had, therefore, sent a message to Fawzi, which Bunche would deliver tomorrow 
morning, asking whether his visit was still worthwhile, and pointing out that there 
would b^e no point in his coming unless he could expect answers about the interim 
Canal arrangements, some fruitful talks about the Suez settlement and no further 
Egyptian moves in Gaza for the time being. He read me the message, which was 
quite stern in tone. His present plan, therefore, was to leave tomorrow evening 
(March 19) arriving in Cairo on March 21 and staying some four days. 

3. I asked him whether, for appearance’s sake, he was thinking of visiting 
Jerusalem. He did not think there was anything useful he could do there, though 
he agreed that it might be difficult not to go. But he could not tolerate any public 
demonstrations against him and had told the Israelis this. If he could find some 
good reason for not visiting Jerusalem he would certainly take it. 

4. I then summarised our views of the situation (which had already been 
given to him), adding that he had our sympathy in the almost intolerable burden 
which was being placed upon him and that we were ready to do all we could to 
help. He confessed that he had never been faced with such a difficult task of 
negotiation, for which he seemed to hold the Americans responsible. He was glad 
to note, however, that our position was virtually identical with his own, particularly 
as regards the fundamental point of retaining in United Nations hands exclusive 
responsibility for security in Gaza. He was determined not to give way on this. 
If Nasser made trouble he might have to bring the matter back to the Assembly. 
Indeed, the only cards he held were this possibility of mobilising the Assembly, or 
a threat of withdrawing U.N.E.F. altogether and leaving Egypt exposed to an 
Israel attack (and this was a risky card to play), and the damage Nasser would do 
himself by getting into an open conflict with the United Nations. 

5. He thought the best way to play the hand was not to stand on the principle 
that Egypt had agreed to U.N.E.F. being in Gaza, as Nasser could undermine this 
with his own interpretation of the February 22 statement. He would be on surer 
ground if he worked from the other direction; namely, that the United Nations 
had given U.N.E.F. the clear task of maintaining the cease-fire on the demarcation 
line and that it could not do this effectively unless it could also guarantee internal 
security in the background. This woulcl make it harder for Nasser to assert 
Egyptian authority over the police, &c. Indeed, he also thought that the United 
Nations should retain overall responsibility for the schools in Gaza as part of its 
responsibilities for general security. 
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6. I said I thought this was a sensible approach to the Gaza problem. I had, 
however, been concerned to read in the Press that the Egyptians and 
Saudi Arabians were threatening to make trouble in the Straits of Tiran. 
Hammarskjold was not particularly worried about this. The U.N.E.F. would be 
at Sharm El Sheikh and he did not see how the Egyptians could interfere. He 
admitted, however, that the Saudi Arabians might do so. He confirmed that a 
Danish ship, sub-chartered by the Israelis from an American owner, would be 
making the passage to Elath. The Danes had asked him for assurances of free 
passage which he was, of course, in no position to give. 

7. Bearing in mind his message to Fawzi about the interim Canal 
arrangements, I said I hoped he would not allow Nasser to link together the Canal 
and Gaza problems. All that we wanted was some Egyptian reaction to the Four- 
Power proposals. Hammarskjold replied that he was quite determined to keep 
these problems separate. 

8. Almost as an afterthought he added that he “ and one or two others ” 
including the Americans, had just been shown a “ tentative ” communique which 
the Egyptians proposed to issue on the subject of the Canal. He thought it was 
unsatisfactory and had advised them not to issue it in that form. 


VR 1083/65 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received March 29) 

(No. 889. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) March 28, 1957. 

At my request I saw the Secretary-General at midday to-day immediately after 
Mr. Lodge. His mood was one of modest achievement in the face of a hard 
struggle. He felt that he had “ got across the hard facts of life ” to Nasser and 
continually referred to the undiplomatic language he had had to use. He assessed 
Nasser as a man unduly dependent on his advisers and consequently distrusting 
them and with a weak man’s tendency to stick to any stand that he took. He was 
astounded by the myth of victory with which Nasser had convinced himself, but 
impressed with the latter’s sensitivity to his isolation through world criticism. 
He found Fawzi’s influence stronger than rumour had led him to expect. 

2. Before turning to Canal questions the Secretary-General outlined what 
he had achieved in regard to Gaza and Aqaba. Confidentially and “for the 
international record ’’ he believed that he had secured a moral commitment from 
the Egyptians not to move troops into the Gaza strip. As regards U.N.E.F’s. 
position there, he had asked General Burns to prepare a memorandum spelling 
out what Burns himself thought necessary in the detailed division of responsibility. 
Burns had produced the memorandum contained in my immediately following 
telegram, which the Egyptian Government had accepted, though this was not a 
signed document. The Egyptians had been disappointed when the Secretary- 
General said that he was not empowered to accept it for the United Nations, but 
would show it to the advisory committee and the other representatives of countries 
contributing to U.N.E.F. If they approved, it would be “ all right by him ’’. The 
memorandum incorporated a compromise but was nevertheless an achievement 
in that it was in no way dependent on U.N.E.F. being deployed on the Israeli side 
of the armistice line. It was because of this that in paragraph 5 of the 
memorandum a reservation was made in regard to U.N.E.F’s. right to shoot at 
infiltrators, since the Egyptians could not accept that U.N.E.F. should be in a 
position to shoot Egyptians and not Israelis. 

3. The Secretary-General said he had got so much because he had presented 
it as a hard truth that, unless satisfactory arrangements could be made, U.N.E.F. 
would have to be withdrawn. Nasser and Fawzi accepted this but were somewhat 
preoccupied with the fact that in both Israel and Egypt there were elements who 
would like to compromise the Governments and could easily initiate incidents 
which would force the Governments’ hands. 
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4. In regard to the Gulf of Aqaba the Secretary-General said that he was 
sure that nothing would happen from the Egyptian side, short of heavy 
provocation. This, however, would include the Israelis making “ too much noise ” 
about shipping passing through the Straits. 



Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 57 Intel. Confidential) April 4, 1957. 

(i) Legal Position 

The Gaza Strip would have formed part of the Arab State in Palestine under 
the 1947 Partition Plan. By the Armistice Agreement of February 24, 1949, it was 
left under Egyptian military occupation, which lasted until November 1956. 
Neither Egypt nor Israel has asserted sovereignty over the Strip. 

2. Mr. Hammarskjold takes the view that Egyptian control includes 
administration and security and that the status juris under the Armistice Agreement 
should in principle be restored. This view seems to be accepted by the majority of 
members of the United Nations. 

3. Legally in fact a different view can be taken. This is that the Armistice 
Agreement was dictated exclusively by military considerations; and rights, claims 
and interests of a non-military character were excluded from it. It said nothing 
about the civil administration of the Strip. Generally speaking a military occupier 
should in principle not interfere with ordinary civil administration except in so far 
as may be necessary to make arrangements for the maintenance or security of his 
troops, lines of communication, «&c. Now that the United Nations Emergency 
Force is in military occupation of the Strip with Egypt’s consent it could be argued 
that only U.N.E.F. has any right to interfere with the ordinary civil administration. 
In practice, however, this view is not likely to prevail. 


(ii) Political Considerations 

4. Israel withdrew from the Gaza Strip on the stated assumption that the 
take-over from her of military and civil control would be exclusively by the 
U.N.E.F.; that the United Nations would be the agency for carrying out such 
function as the provision of police protection, good civil administration and others; 
and in the expectation that this responsibility would be maintained until there was a 
peace settlement or a definite agreement on the future of the Strip. Although Egypt 
and India on Egypt’s behalf had previously re.served Egypt’s rights in regard to Gaza, 
neither Egypt nor any other Power contradicted the Israeli assumptions. There is 
thus a certain moral obligation on the United Nations to see that Israel’s 
assumptions are not nullified. 

5. Our view remains that Gaza should be made a United Nations 
responsibility. But there has not been much support for this in the United Nations, 
or from the United States. 


(iii) Present Position 

6. The appointment of an Egyptian general as “ administrative governor ” 
and the manner of the Egyptian announcement have disturbed Israel, who continues 
to complain of the “ Egyptianisation ” of the Gaza Strip. The Israel Prime Minister 
did, however, recognise that there was no guarantee that Egypt would not return 
to (jaza in some degree. 

7. The Israelis will not perhaps make the presence of a few Egyptian 
administrators in Gaza a casus belli, but the resumption of fedayeen raids from 
Gaza would be another matter. If they are to be prevented, the United Nations 
Emergency Force must remain responsible for all aspects of security. Both 
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Mr. Hammarskjold and the Americans seem to accept this as flowing from the 
United Nations Resolutions. It will however be necessary to keep up constant 
pressure both on Mr. Hammarskjold and Colonel Nasser. 

(iv) The Future 

8. So long as responsibility for security remains effectively with the U.N.E.F., 
the position will probably be tenable. Mr. Hammarskjold already has authority 
to carry out “ other measures ” as proposed in his report of January 24 in 
consultation with the parties. One of these measures was the stationing of the 
U.N.E.F. on both sides of the armistice line. The Israelis have declared themselves 
opposed to this, but the Americans are in favour. We too have favoured the idea 
in the past. Another measure was a widening of the United Nations administrative 
responsibilities in the Strip. This, in Mr. Hammarskjold’s view, would have to be 
based on agreement with Egypt. 

9. There are, however, many dangers in the present position. If Israel refuses 
to have the U.N.E.F. on her territory and Egypt again launches fedayeen attacks 
from Gaza an ugly situation will develop and the Israelis will be under great 
internal pressure to retaliate. In such circumstances it would be unwise to speculate 
on the position of U.N.E.F., but its withdrawal from Gaza on the grounds that 
neither party was prepared to co-operate with it could not be ruled out. 

10. All this except for the last paragraph may be used freely. 
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No. 16 

ANGLO-EGYPTIAN RELATIONS 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty's Representatives 

(No. 19 Guidance. Confidential) March 15, 1957. 

(Telegraphic) 

A number of rumours are circulating to the effect that indirect negotiations have 
been taking place between Her Majesty's Government and the Egyptian 
Government, either about the resumption of diplomatic relations or about 
commercial arrangements. Some diplomatic representatives in London have 
indicated that their Governments are inclined to believe these stories. 

2. If the matter is raised with you, you should categorically deny these 
rumours. They appear to originate from Cairo; the Egyptian Government may be 
interested in sounding out the ground in this way. 

3. Some credence may possibly have been lent to these rumours by the fact 
that Her Majesty’s Government was one of the four Governments to ask the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations to put to the Egyptian Government 
proposals for an interim arrangement on Suez Canal tolls. But this alone could 
hardly justify the rumours in question. 


JE 1052/16 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 2263. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) May 19, 1957. 

Please give State Department the information in my Intel No. 92. When doing 
so you should make it clear that we have no intention of giving up the policy of 
economic pressure on Nasser or the process of cutting him down to size, which we 
believe will be an important contribution to the stability of the Middle East. As 
State Department know, Rome talks are being held as a result of Egyptian 
stipulation at Basle. These talks will be limited in scope. Our main objective will 
be to see what Nasser is prepared to offer on desequestration and the withdrawal 
of discriminatory legislation and executive measures against United Kingdom firms 
and residents. We hope as a result to put these on substantially the same footing 
as those of the United States and other countries. Her Majesty’s Government have 
for some time been under considerable parliamentary and public pressure on this 
score, which has increased since the resumption of traffic through the Suez Canal; 
and we must explore prospects of relief. 

2. We are not thinking at present of anything like a resumption of diplomatic 
relations, and suggestions to this effect appearing in the Press are altogether 
premature. We must of course expect the Egyptian propaganda machine to 
exaggerate the scope of these talks, and to suggest that Her Majesty’s Government 
are now running after Nasser. 
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No. 17 

THE RUSSIAN THREAT TO SYRIA AND EGYPT 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 68 Intel. Secret) April 15, 1957. 

With particular reference to: (i) Syria; (ii) Egypt. The Soviet threat to the 
area comes from two main causes: 

(a) The aim of the Soviet bloc to divorce the area from its Western connexions 
and establish a stranglehold over our oil supplies. To achieve this 
Soviet policy is apparently to eliminate Western bases and special 
treaty relations, &c., in the Middle East rather than to attempt to 
acquire territory or establish Communist regimes in the area. 

ib) The emotional nationalism of the Middle East, especially the Arab States, 
which resents the Western connexion and furnishes the Soviet bloc 
with a ready-made lever. 

2. Thus the Western connexion with the Middle East requires to be 
strengthened. This must be done with due respect for the independence and 
dignity of all the States in the area great and small. The Baghdad Pact is the 
bulwark of resistance to the Soviet threat and the Arab world should be 
encouraged to organise itself around the countries friendly to the West whether 
or not individual Arab States become members of the Pact itself. At present the 
main centres of Soviet influence lie in Syria and Egypt. 

3. Although the Soviet bloc has met with some measure of success in its 
efforts in the two oil transit countries, Egypt and Syria, it has so far failed to 
subvert the oil-producing States in spite of considerable efforts. This is largely 
due to the Northern Tier or Baghdad Pact policy which has kept the bear from the 
honey and to the fact that the Soviet bloc does not have an alternative market 
for the oil. 

4. Syria is of vital importance to the West because of the transit of oil from 
Iraq and because communications from the Mediterranean to the Baghdad Pact 
countries run across it. The present regime in Syria is co-operating with the 
Soviet Union and with Egypt to such an extent that it is a potential threat to our 
vital interests. It is also bitterly hostile to Iraq and the other members of the 
Baghdad Pact. 

5. Our main objective therefore is a stable Syrian Government to co-operate 
with the West and the Baghdad Pact countries (this does not mean she must be in 
the Pact). Hitherto we have hoped that this objective could be attained by tying 
Syria up in some way with Iraq. 

6. The opposing considerations here however are: 

(a) American fears that such a policy would increase Saudi jealousy of Iraq; 

(b) A policy of merely handing Syria over to Saudi Arabia would not 

commend itself to our Turkish and Iraqi allies in the Baghdad Pact. 

7. We therefore consider that the first step in a policy for Syria is to effect 
a Saudi-Iraqi rapprochement which would enable both countries to work 
together in order to produce a more pro-Western Syria. At the same time we are 
hoping that the Americans can get the Saudis to accept that Iraq has special 
geographical and commercial ties with Syria which give her a claim to a close 
relationship with that country. By this we do not mean that there should be a 
federation, which might work equally to Iraq’s disadvantage. 

8. In Egypt Nasser cannot be won back, by economic aid or other means, 
to genuine neutrality. We should prefer an alternative regime which was either 
genuinely neutral or at least would be a less efficient adversary. Geographically 
Egypt is at the centre of the Arab world; it has a large and relatively literate 
population which is increasing while its sources of wealth remain static. It has 
provided cultural and political leadership to other Arabs (though its position is 
weakening). Social discontent, and jealousy of the oil-producing Arab States, are 
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likely to increase; and Egypt will probably remain the centre of discontent and 
revolutionary tendencies throughout the Arab world. These tendencies not only 
lead revolutionary spirits to look naturally towards Russia, but even those opposed 
to Communism internally also adopt an anti-Western position in external policy, 
thus playing the Russian game. 

9. It is probable that the bulk of the Egyptian population, and certainly most 
of the professional and trading classes, would welcome collaboration with the 
West on a basis of political neutrality, provided that this brought a considerable 
flow of new wealth into Egypt. There is also growing concern, even in military 
circles, at Nasser’s growing estrangement from other Arab Powers, e.g., the Sudan, 
Libya and Saudi Arabia and also from the United States. 

10. Even so, most of the demagogic leaders with any popular following, and 
the armed forces who at present dominate the political scene, would continue to 
favour a policy of expansion designed to retain their leadership of the Arabs and 
acquire control of Arab oil. Partly for this purpose, and partly for emotional 
reasons, they would also favour a policy of military strength against Israel, even 
though they might not favour putting it to the test. 

11. Nasser’s policy thus reflects, not the wishes of the majority and certainly 
not the wishes of either the thoughtful and the common elements, but the kind 
of policy likely to be pursued by almost any Egyptian Government in sight. It 
is nevertheless our aim to see established an Egyptian Government which would 
be willing to make the bargain with the West refused by Nasser: namely to behave 
itself in return for generous economic aid. 

12. The above is for background information only. 
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No. 18 

REDEMPTION OF EGYPTIAN CURRENCY IN SUDAN 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 63 Intel. Confidential) April 6, 1957. 

Confidential discussions are proceeding with the Sudanese about a possible 
release for the Sudan from the blocked Egyptian balances in connexion with: — 

id) A long-standing Sudanese claim that part of the sterling balances which 
stand in the name of Egypt were accumulated over a period of years 
in external trade by the Sudan. 

(h) The redemption of Egyptian currency now circulating in the Sudan 
estimated at £18-20 million. 

2. In July 1955, and again in January 1956, we assured the Sudanese that 
if there were a proposal by Egypt, supported by the Sudan, for a release from 
Egypt’s blocked sterling balances as part of the settlement on the repatriation of 
Egyptian currency we would consider it sympathetically. This offer was confirmed 
in August 1956. Egyptian action in relation to United Kingdom assets in Egypt 
introduced a new factor since Egypt’s blocked balances must now be regarded 
as an element in any final settlement to be reached with Egypt. But in response 
to a further Sudanese request we stated last month that we were prepared to agree 
to a release of a sum which was both reasonable and agreed to by the Governments 
of Egypt and the Sudan. 

3. The Sudanese thereupon negotiated with the Egyptians and informed us 
that they had secured Egyptian agreement in principle to the redemption for 
sterling from the blocked Egyptian balances of all the Egyptian currency circulating 
in the Sudan. The Sudanese therefore asked us for a release of £20 million. We 
have now offered £15 million which we expect to prove acceptable. 

4. If the Sudanese accept this offer an announcement will be made in due 
course. Until then the above is for your own information only. 

5. When this becomes public you should where necessary explain that this 
does not mean that we are relaxing our control over Egypt’s sterling balances. 
But a release for the purpose described above is in a special category because of 
our earlier commitments. 


JS 1113/23 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Arthur Chapman-Andrews (Khartoum) 

(No. 713. Secret) Foreign Office. 

(Telegraphic) June 20, 1957. 

Redemption of Egyptian Currency 

Transfers of securities from the Egyptian No. 2 Account to the Sudan 
Government have already been made to a market value of £12,506,999 18s. 4d. 
sterling. To-day the Bank of England received a request from the National 
Bank of Egypt for a further transfer of securities to a nominal value of £4,845,000 
whose estimated market value is some £4 million. 

2. If these instructions were acted upon, the Egyptians would have 
transferred securities to the Sudan to a market value of about £1-5 million more 
than the £15 million to the release of which we agreed. The Bank of England 
have therefore replied to the National Bank of Egypt saying that their request has 
been referred to Her Majesty’s Government but without giving any reasons. 
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3. Will you please inform the Sudan Government of the terms and effect of 
the Egyptian request (as in paragraphs 1 and 2 above) and ask them to arrange 
with the Egyptians for the issue of revised instructions to the Bank of England. 
These should provide, in accordance with the terms of your letter of April 12 to 
the Finance Minister, for the transfer of securities to a market value not exceeding 
the difference between the sum already transferred and £15 million, namely, 
£2,493,008 Is. 8d. That letter also pointed out that the instructions from the 
National Bank of Egypt should be “ in precise terms ”. 

4. If need be, you should explain as follows why we think the Sudan rather 
than the Bank of England should take this matter up with Egypt: — 

(a) since Her Majesty’s Government did not inform Egypt of the terms of 
their agreement with the Sudan, it would not be proper for us to 
approach the Egyptians direct; 

(d) since the N.B.E.’s instructions to the Bank of England have been given in 
accordance with the terms of an agreement between Egypt and the 
Sudan, it is for the Sudan to ensure that action under this agreement 
conforms with the terms of their agreement with Her Majesty’s 
Government. 

5. It would also be useful if at the same time you could ask what is the value 
of the Egyptian notes already accepted for redemption by the Egyptian authorities. 
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JE 1421/318 No. 19 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR A SUEZ CANAL SETTLEMENT 

( 1 ) 

RECORD OF A CONVERSATION BETWEEN THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

AND M. PINEAU AT LASCELLE ST. CLOUD ON APRIL 10, 1957 

Present: 

Secretary of State M. Pineau 

Sir Gladwyn Jebb M. Joxe 

Mr. Laskey M. Chauvel 

Suez Canal 

The Secretary of State said that what we now envisaged was that the American 
Ambassador in Cairo would make one further effort to obtain a satisfactory 
answer from the Egyptians to the American comments on their Memorandum. If 
this failed, the Americans would make a report to the Security Council—we hoped 
at the end of this week or early next. We did not contemplate any immediate 
resolution or vote in the Council but had been giving thought to the form which 
a resolution might take if it were later decided to table one. We thought that it 
should refer to the six principles and to the fact that the Egyptian Memorandum 
was not in conformity with them. It should then call on the Egyptians to negotiate 
on the basis of those principles. 

M. Pineau said that this procedure was entirely acceptable to the French 
Government. They felt that one of the most important points to emphasise was 
that a unilateral declaration by the Egyptian Government was not acceptable and 
that there must be a multilateral agreement. They also thought it important that 
our ships, so far as possible, should not use the Canal while the negotiations were 
in progress. 

The Secretary of State said that, so far as our own position was concerned, we 
did not of course wish to encourage shipping to use the Canal but we did not 
think we could forbid our shipowners to do so. And it seemed unlikely that they 
would refrain from doing so for more than a very few days since the ships of other 
countries would almost certainly start using the Canal again as soon as it was 
open. We therefore thought that there should be an arrangement whereby the 
tolls would be paid to the Egyptian authorities under protest or some form of 
reservation pending a final settlement. 

M. Pineau said that he hoped we should only do this as a last resort since 
the payment of tolls to the Egyptians was one of the few cards we held. Moreover, 
if there were to be negotiations it would be logical that there should be some interim 
arrangement whereby the tolls would be paid to a neutral authority. M. Pineau 
hoped that it might be possible to dissuade shipping from using the Canal for the 
few weeks which would be needed for negotiations. So far as the French were 
concerned, they were certainly in a position to prevent their shipping from using 
the Canal. 

The Secretary of State doubted whether the position really could be held for a 
matter of weeks. He also thought that our real card was the Egyptian balances, 
particularly those held by the United States. The balances we held, taking into 
account the money to be transferred to the Sudan, amounted to some £80-85 million 
and this would probably all be needed to offset our claims against Egypt. 
Meanwhile the Secretary of State suggested and M. Pineau agreed that it would 
be useful for there to be public references to alternative means of transport such 
as big tankers, new pipelines and so on. 

M. Pineau said that the French Government had decided to help Israel with 
the construction of a 16-in. pipeline which would carry about 5 million tons of oil 
a year. The Israelis would like to build a 32-in. pipeline but the French would not 
be ready to help with this unless support were also forthcoming from the United 
Kingdom and the United States. The Secretary of State said that shortly before 
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he left for Paris, the Israeli Ambassador had raised the question of United Kingdom 
financial interests contributing to the pipeline project. He had promised to consider 
this but we had not yet reached any decision. In general, the danger of an Israeli 
pipeline seemed to be that it might arouse strong Arab opposition and possibly 
encourage Iraq—or give her an excuse—to nationalise the I.P.C. This danger was 
clearly greater if the pipeline were to be a large one which would compete with 
the lines through Syria. It was therefore very desirable that as little publicity 
should be given to this particular project as possible but it might be optimistic to 
count on the Israelis exercising such restraint. 

The Secretary of State said that we were instituting a thorough study of this 
whole complex of questions, e.g., big tankers, new pipelines, the availabilities of 
steel and manufacturing capacity, &c. We thought that some strong impulse was 
required if alternative methods of transportation to the Canal were to be developed 
quickly. In our view it was very necessary that this should be done since it seemed 
likely that we should have continual trouble with Nasser or even with a successor 
regime in Egypt if this were under Russian influence. M. Pineau said that the 
French were constituting a similar group of officials which would hold its first 
meeting this week. He thought that it would be most useful if we and they could 
exchange information. Indeed, he thought we ought to consider the possibility 
of having a committee of the main maritime Powers to exchange information and 
undertake any necessary co-ordination of plans. The Secretary of State agreed that 
our two national committees should certainly exchange views and we might 
consider extending this to other maritime countries. 


JE 1421/288 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 1364. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) April 10, 1957. 

You will have seen that we have reached agreement with the State Department 
on a timetable which involves an approach to the Security Council “ very soon 
after ” April 11. It is of great importance from our point of view that there should 
be a discussion in the Security Council as a basis for the action we intend to take 
in order to make it possible for British ships to use the Suez Canal again. 
(A resolution by the Council of S.C.U.A. on the lines indicated in paragraph 2 of 
my telegram No. 1669 would also be helpful, but we may not obtain this unless the 
Security Council has pointed the way to it, and it is action in the Security Council 
which is essential.) For your own information, we aim at inviting the Bank of 
England to approach the National Bank of Egypt on or about Wednesday, April 17. 
We therefore need to have before that date some discussion in the Security Council 
on the desirability of an interim arrangement which would permit shipping to use 
the Canal (paying dues to the Egyptian Canal Authority) without prejudice to 
existing legal rights or to the terms of the future settlement. 

2. We should therefore be grateful for your views on the following questions: 

Assuming that the United States request for a meeting of the Council is made on 
April 12, how soon thereafter can you convene it? We assume that at the first 
meeting a representative of Egypt will be called to the table, and that there will 
then be no obstacle to the presentation by the United States delegate of his report 
on the discussions in Cairo. Presumably, however, the Egyptians will ask the 
Council to refrain from drawing any conclusions from this report until he has 
received instructions from his Government enabling him to comment upon it, and 
will request a postponement until he is in a position to speak. Would it be possible 
for you, notwithstanding an Egyptian statement on these lines, to continue the 
discussion? Could you perhaps say that the Council would certainly take no 
decision until the Egyptian statement had been made, but that other members 
might meantime wish toeomment on the statement of the United States delegate? 
It might then be possible, by previous arrangement, for another member of the 
Council to point out the desirability, in the interest among other things of creating 
a calm atmosphere for the Council’s further deliberations, of making arrangements 
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under which the Canal could be used normally by shipping without prejudice to 
the outcome of further negotiations. If this idea could be supported by two or 
three delegates, we would then be in a position to draw attention to the discussion 
in the Security Council in Parliament and also in the Council of S.C.U.A. 

3. We should be grateful for your ideas on the handling of this matter. 
Please telegraph so that they will reach us tomorrow morning, in time for the 
Cabinet Meeting at 11*15 a.m. 


JE 1421/331 



Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon 

(No. 1411. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) April 16. 1957. 

I think it will be convenient if I set out our requirements from the Security 
Council debate. 

2. In the first place it is essential that tomorrow's meeting should not be 
confined to procedural matters but that there should be some substantive 
discussion. 

3. The United States delegate should clearly state the position reached in 
the negotiations. Both the original Egyptian memorandum and the amendments 
subsequently introduced into it must be disclosed. This should be done as 
objectively as possible, fair consideration being given to the advance made by 
Egypt, e.g., over arbitration. But the respects in which the draft declaration is 
still deficient should be made clear, i.e .:— 

(a) It does not clearly constitute an agreement. As drawn, it would seem that 

the Egyptians could modify the declaration at any time. 

(b) It does not meet the Six Requirements in full. It cannot be regarded as 

fully consistent with the 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th Requirements, e.g., there 
is no guarantee for the proper use of the Development Fund. (It is 
also clear that the Egyptians intend to evade the first Requirement 
in so far as it constitutes a more unqualified assertion of the rights 
of Israeli shipping than the Convention of 1888. But I do not wish 
this point to be raised in the debate.) 

ic) It is not clear what are the obligations referred to in the last sentence 

of the Memorandum. It must be made clear what it is to which the 
Egyptians are willing to bind themselves. 

id) There are still obscurities about the arbitration provisions. For example 

does 4 (h) relate to 3 ib) or to 8 (/>)? We should want it to be the 
latter. Does 3 (b) include interpretation of the declaration? 

(e) There is no provision for consultation with the users. 

4. In the course of the debate, the need for further discussion, at least to 
clarify these points, should be emphasised, preferably by one or more of the non¬ 
permanent members of the Security Council. 

5. One of the non-permanent members of the Council should raise the 
question as to what is to be done in the interim. The Secretary-General might 
be asked for an account of his discussions with the Egyptian Government about 
an interim arrangement. Someone might then suggest that, as the Canal is open 
and ought to be used, payments in the meantime could be made under reservation. 

A possible recipient of those payments could be the Bank of International 
Settlements or some other non-Egyptian institution. 

6. With reference to paragraph 3 (a) above I should welcome your views on 
whether the Egyptian declaration in its present form is registrable with the United 
Nations under Article 102, and on the pros and cons from our point of view of 
having it so registered. 
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7. In spite of point 3 (a) above, I am not yet certain whether it is in our 
interest to have an agreement to which we should have to become a party. If 
the final Egyptian text is still unsatisfactory, it might be easier for us if it was in 
the form of a declaration by Egypt. We could then take note of it, saying that 
we do not regard it as satisfactory but that we are prepared for our ships To use 
the Canal on a de facto basis. Before, however, we can decide upon this I think 
that we must see how your next round progresses. 

8. Another difficulty will be the position of Israel. I do not think that we 
shall be able to burke the question indefinitely as to what will be the position of 
Israeli ships. If the Egyptians say point blank in the Security Council that they 
do not intend to let Israeli ships through, what do we do next? I should like 
Sir Harold Caccia to discuss this with the State Department. 

9. I also think that the next steps in S.C.U.A. should await Wednesday’s 
developments. 

10. Please seek to arrange matters accordingly. 


JE 1421/344 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received April 17) 

(No. 964. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 16, 1957. 

Following is text of the Secretary-General’s message to Dr. Fawzi. 

I refer to my message of April 14. Although I am not quite ready with my 
conclusions, I feel that I should not delay sending my additional observations any 
further. I am sure you will regard them simply as expressions of personal advice 
given on the assumption that the Government of Egypt is determined to go ahead 
with their action on the whole as now planned. Without, therefore, for my part, 
accepting the present Egyptian approach, I have tried to make my suggestions so 
that they should be in line with this approach. 

2. The Legal Character of the Declaration.—\ note Dr. Fawzi’s comments 
and would, on that basis, make the following suggestions: — 

(a) The text of the declaration, if and when transmitted to the Secretary- 
General, would be presented with a covering letter requesting 
registration with reference to the final paragraph of the declaration. 
In the covering letter the Government of Egypt would say that the 
request for registration is under Article 102 of the Charter, as they regard 
the declaration to be an international instrument as envisaged in that 
article, the document having been the subject of consultations with 
various interested Governments which have accepted it. 

I feel that it would be desirable to use the covering letter also in order to cover 
the politically very important point that Egypt has not backed-down from its 
acceptance of the Security Council decision of October 13, 1956. I appreciate 
the reasons why, from the Egyptian point of view, it may be difficult to make a 
reference to the six requirements in the actual text of the declaration (although 
I do not share the concern felt in this respect by the Egyptian Government if the 
reference is only in the preamble). However, 1 do not see why a reference could 
not be made in the covering letter, where it would be obvious that it envisages those 
requirements as interpreted by Egypt. The phraseology in the covering letter might 
be that the Government makes the declaration “ in fulfilment of their adherence to 
the Constantinople Convention of 1888, and noting the resolution of the Security 
Council of October 13,1956, die.”. 

A covering letter drafted in this way would seem to move the text of the 
declaration as close to an international treaty as it is possible to do short of formal 
access to the document by other parties. The reference to the Security Council 
resolution, in a similar manner, would meet the strong political argument in favour 
of such a reference to all the extent compatible with Egypt’s wish to maintain its 
interpretation. 
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In this context I find that the situation would be much improved if the 
Government of Egypt were to provide for arbitration also regarding the 
interpretation and application of the declaration. I do not see that, from the 
Egyptian angle, anything would be lost by accepting such arbitration. On the other 
hand, such an acceptance in the text of the declaration would definitely mark its 
character as an instrument under Article 102. I would, therefore, urge the 
Government to reconsider this point and would hope that a positive solution would 
be found acceptable. 

(b) In reply to the covering letter, I would say that I acknowledge receipt of 

the communication. 

That I note the references to the Constantinople Convention and 
the Security Council resolution. 

That I note the fact that the declaration has been approved by a 
number of Governments consulted. 

That I note that it will be subject to arbitration: That under these 
circumstances 1 will accede to the request of the Government of Egypt 
to have the declaration registered in accordance with Article 102 of the 
Charter, and That the exchange of letters and the declaration will be 
circulated as General Assembly documents “ as the General Assembly 
may wish to take note of the declaration ”. 

To the statement on registration I would add that this registration “ constitutes the 
declaration, with the obligations therein, as an international instrument as envisaged 
in Article 102 ”. 

(c) In line with the drafting suggested above in ib) I would, for my part, 

anticipate that the General Assembly would take note of the exchange 
of letters and the declaration with whatever phraseology the majority 
may consider appropriate. 

3. Question of Co-operation. —I have noted what Dr. Fawzi says in his 
comments regarding co-operation with representatives of shipping companies. 
Noting also recent development in shipping circles, I would strongly recommend 
that a new sentence be added to paragraph reading as follows: — 

“ To that end the Government of Egypt would welcome co-operation 

with representatives of the main shipping interests, designated in such a way 

as may be found appropriate for the purpose.” 

This seems to me to be a minimum. It does not involve an acceptance of 
Government representatives. The text does not necessarily go beyond co-operation 
with a representation for shipping companies. However, the representation may 
be so organised as to take care also of ‘‘ geographical distribution ” in a way which 
would make the representatives spokesmen for the trade without too sharp a 
definition of their constitutional status (this is not an unusual form of by-passing 
a conflict between a purely national and a purely private representation). 

I would like to go further, as I think that Egypt would gain by spelling out 
also some of the main functions for the representatives, somewhat in line with the 
McCloy paper which I have been informed about after his return from Cairo. This 
would strengthen the point and be a most valuable initial move in the direction of 
such a co-operation as, in its own interest, the authority at all events must sooner 
or later establish. 

4. I would very much hope that the Government of Egypt would see its way 
to endorsing what I have suggested here. It would certainly bring us further 
towards a desirable reconciliation of interests although obviously it would not 
satisfy everybody—in fact not even myself for reasons which are well known to the 
Government as they were fully' explained in our talks in Cairo. My preference 
would be to regard the declaration, even as possibly amended and completed, in 
line with the suggestions here, as an interim document pending a true international 
agreement arrived at through negotiations as soon as circumstances permit such 
negotiations to be staged in a setting more favourable than the present one. My 
final suggestion, therefore, would be that the Government of Egypt again considers 
the possibility of giving expression in appropriate language to the view that the 
declaration in this sense, may not be the last word. 
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JE 1421/340 



Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia {Washington) 

(No. 1840. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) April 17, 1957. 

I should like you to express to Mr. Dillon the warm gratitude of my colleagues 
and myself for his close and intimate co-operation in this matter. We feel that it 
is a model of how we should seek to work together. 

2. In view of the American feeling that it would be wiser not to go to the 
Security Council tomorrow afternoon, I agree that the meeting should not be 
asked for. 

3. 1 feel that our joint aim should now be to get Egypt as quickly as possible 
to publish a memorandum containing the advances already made and any further 
progress on, for example, co-operation with the users, the independence of the 
development fund, and the clarifications sought in my telegram No. 1411, 
paragraph 3 (c) and {b). We then could regard that declaration as providing a 
de facto basis for the resumption of use of the Canal while at the same time not 
having to accede to it. 

4. The question is how to get Egypt to publish the memorandum. I feel that 
the possibility of Security Council proceedings, if they do not publish it, should be 
a factor. But we cannot accept much delay. We hope that the shipping position 
will be held over the Easter weekend but it is doubtful how much longer it will be 
before the present trickle of ships using the Canal becomes a substantial movement. 
From paragraph 6 of your telegram No. 911 it looks as if the Americans are in a 
similar difficulty. I hope that they will continue to use the strongest pressure upon 
their shipping companies to hold off for the time being. 

5. Therefore I hope that Mr. Dillon will agree to call on Tuesday, if we wish it, 
for a meeting of the Security Council, presumably on Wednesday. Of course it 
may not be tactically wise to do that when Tuesday comes, but we should like 
to feel that it will still be open to us on Tuesday to accept Mr. Dillon’s offer to do 
as we wish in this matter. 

6. If Egypt has not published the memorandum, the purpose of the meeting 
would be to report on the state of the negotiations. The tone of the American 
report would depend upon whether the Egyptian Government had withdrawn the 
advances made. If they have not withdrawn the advances made and indeed added 
to them, the tone would not be unfriendly. If, on the other hand, the Egyptians 
have gone back to the original memorandum (whether or not they have published 
it), we would hope that the United States Government in reporting would speak 
their minds bluntly. 

7. If the Egyptians have published their memorandum in its best form from 
our point of view, i.e., containing advances, we would have an open mind as to 
the timing and nature of any proceedings in the Security Council. In that case it 
might even not be necessary to have a meeting at all if the Egyptian Government 
had transmitted the document to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, but 
we now have time to formulate further views upon that matter and upon the 
rather complicated issues of registration. We can also consider how far the plan 
contained in my telegram No. 1411 would be applicable next week. 

8. We must leave it to the United States Government to decide how the 
hand should be played in Cairo with the Egyptian Government and what element 
of threat about the Security Council meeting next week, they introduce into the 
discussions. I should have thought that they could well say that the matter cannot 
drag on interminably; they regard themselves as having a certain responsibility 
to users generally and they must from the United States point of view make an 
early report to the Security Council and so to the United Nations members on the 
situation; this is not in United States view, a hostile act to Egypt. 

9. Should there be a leak and it be represented that the United States have 
in some way given in to Egyptian pressure to postpone the Security Council 
operation, I would hope that it would be said that it was the Easter weekend rather 
than Egyptian pressure which has caused the delay. 
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10. I am embarrassed about keeping the French so much in the dark. I hope 
that Dillon will be able to say something to them in Washington but I must leave it 
to you and to him to decide how much. 


JE 1421/376 (6) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 1463. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) April 24, 1957. 

We have already lost at least a week on our original plan, therefore I am most 
anxious to prevent further time slipping. I realise however your point that if the 
Egyptians have published a memorandum which differs from the original one. 
Security Council delegations may need time to obtain instructions from their 
Governments. 

2. If the Egyptians have not published their new memorandum, these 
arguments would not apply at all events to the first meeting of the Security Council. 
One difficulty is that you may not know until too late to call a Security Council 
meeting for tomorrow whether or not the Egyptians have published their 
memorandum. 

3. It seems to me therefore that you should get the United States to ask for 
a meeting of the Security Council (if they have not already done so) and you should 
summon it for Thursday afternoon. If later to-day the Egyptians publish the 
memorandum and you are told that Thursday afternoon is too soon, you should 
reluctantly accept a postponement until Friday morning. There is always the 
chance of procedural trouble from the Russians, therefore I would hope that the 
meeting would be at latest on Friday morning so that the discussion would be 
certain to be concluded during Friday. 

4. If on the other hand the Egyptians have published nothing today, then 
the Security Council must have a discussion on Thursday afternoon. At that 
meeting it is of primary importance to get the Americans to divulge their 
discussions, and perhaps also Hammarskjdld. If the Americans still find 
difficulty in publicly revealing what have been confidential discussions, then I think 
that Mr. Dulles’s idea of beginning in open session, then proceeding to restricted 
session, then returning to open session is the best that can be done. The fact that 
they want to do it that way is an added recommendation. In practice a great deal 
of what transpires in the restricted session will be bound to get out and I would 
see no harm in reference being made in the open session in appropriate terms to 
what has taken place in the restricted session. 

5. I will telegraph separately my ideas of what you should say in your 
capacity as United Kingdom representative. 

6. A meeting of S.C.U.A. will also be necessary. If the Egyptians publish 
their new memorandum the S.C.U.A. representatives will want time to consider 
it. If the memorandum is not published and the Security Council has its debate 
on Thursday, the S.C.U.A. representatives will still need time to consider that 
debate. Therefore I think it unlikely that we will be able to have a S.C.U.A. 
meeting before Saturday at the earliest, more likely Monday. 

7. A critical matter to time correctly is the discussion of financial 
arrangements. That will be considered further at a meeting of Ministers tomorrow. 

8. For your own information, as I have already indicated, the posture which 
we want to adopt is that after being told about the Egyptian advances and hearing 
a variety of views that the Canal ought to be used without prejudice to the ultimate 
position, we should reluctantly accept the Egyptian proposals as a de facto 
arrangement. This line will be easier for us if the Americans do not embrace too 
enthusiastically the Egyptian advances. I am still apprehensive of excessive United 
States susceptibility for Egyptian feelings. Whatever they do they will not succeed 
in getting themselves loved by the Egyptians—in fact at this moment Cairo Radio 
is transmitting the most virulent propaganda to Jordan about the Eisenhower 
Doctrine and the reception of Mr. Richards. 
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JE 1421/384 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received April 25) 

(No. 990) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 24, 1957. 

Following is text of letter dated April 24 from Mr. Lodge to myself. 

On behalf of the Government of the United States I request you, in your 
capacity as President of the Security Council, to convene a meeting of the Council 
on Thursday afternoon April 25 or as soon thereafter as may be convenient, for 
the purpose of resuming discussion of Item 28 (relating to the Suez Canal) of the 
list of items of which the Security Council is seized. 

During its discussion of this matter last October the Council agreed, by a 
resolution adopted unanimously on October 13 (S/3675), that any settlement of 
the Suez question should meet six basic requirements therein set forth. 

About a month ago the Government of Egypt indicated the regime which it 
desired to apply to the Canal traffic when it should be resumed, and requested 
observations thereon by the Government of the United States. 

The United States Government was informed that the proposals of the 
Government of Egypt were likewise communicated to the Secretary-General. 

The Canal is now again open to traffic and we have been informed by the 
Government of Egypt of its intention to make public its Declaration on the 
conditions applicable to transit. 

In these circumstances, the Government of the United States believes that the 
Council should now meet to take note of the situation regarding passage through 
the Suez Canal. 


JE 1421/385 (8) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received April 25) 

(No. 991) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 24, 1957. 

Following is text of letter dated April 24 from Dr. Fawzi to Secretary-General. 

The Government of Egypt are pleased to announced that the Suez Canal is 
now open for normal traffic and will thus once again serve as a link between the 
nations of the world in the cause of peace and prosperity. 

The Government of Egypt wish to acknowledge, with appreciation and 
gratitude, the efforts of the States and peoples of the world who contributed to the 
restoration of the Canal for normal traffic, and of the United Nations whose 
exertions made it possible that the clearance of the Canal be accomplished peacefully 
and in a short time. 

On March 18, 1957, the Government of Egypt set forth in a memorandum 
basic principles relating to the Suez Canal and the arrangements for its operation. 
The memorandum contemplated a further detailed statement on the subject. In 
pursuance of the above, I have the honour to enclose a copy of the Declaration 
made to-day by the Government of Egypt in fulfilment of their participation in the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888, noting their understanding of the Security 
Council resolution of October 13, 1956, and in line with their statements relating 
to it before the Council. 

I have the honour to invite your Excellency’s attention to the last paragraph 
of the Declaration which provides that it will be deposited and registered with the 
Secretariat of the United Nations. The Declaration, with the obligations therein, 
constitutes an international instrument and the Government of Egypt request that 
you kindly receive and register it accordingly. 

2. For enclosure see my immediately following telegram. 
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JE 1421/388 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. 


{Received April 25) 


(No. 992) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 24, 1957. 

My telegram No. 991: Suez Canal. 

Following is text of Egyptian Declaration. 

In elaboration of the principles set forth in their memorandum dated 
March 18, 1957, the Government of the Republic of Egypt, in accord with the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888 and the Charter of the United Nations, make 
hereby the following Declaration on the Suez Canal and the arrangements for its 
operation. 


1. Reaffirmation of Convention. —It remains the unaltered policy and firm 
purpose of the Government of Egypt to respect the terms and the spirit of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888 and the rights and obligations arising 
therefrom. The Government of Egypt will continue to respect, observe and 
iniplement them. 

2. Observance of the Convention and of the Charter of the United Nations .— 
While reaffirming their determination to respect the terms and the spirit of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888 and to abide by the Charter and the principles 
and purposes of the United Nations, the Government of Egypt are confident that 
the other signatories of the said Convention and all others concerned will be guided 
by the same resolve. 

3. Freedom of Navigation, Tolls and Development of the Canal. —The 
Government of Egypt are more particularly determined: — 

(a) to afford and maintain free and uninterrupted navigation for all nations 
within the limits of and in accordance with the provisions of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888; 

{b) that tolls shall continue to be levied in accordance with the last agreement, 
concluded on April 28, 1936, between the Government of Egypt and 
the Suez Canal Maritime Company, and that any increase in the current 
rate of tolls within any 12 months, if it takes place, shall be limited to 
1 per cent., any increase beyond that level to be the result of 
negotiations, and, failing agreement, be settled by arbitration according 
to the procedure set forth in paragraph 7 (/>); 

(c) that the Canal is maintained and developed in accordance with the 
progressive requirements of modern navigation and that such 
maintenance and development shall include the eighth and ninth 
programmes of the Suez Canal Maritime Company with such 
improvements to them as are considered necessary. 

4. Operation and Management. —The Canal will be operated and managed 
by the autonomous Suez Canal Authority established by the Government of Egypt 
On July 26, 1956. The Government of Egypt are looking forward with confidence 
to continued co-operation with the nations of the world in advancing the usefulness 
of the Canal. To that end the Government of Egypt would welcome and encourage 
co-operation between the Suez Canal Authority and representatives of shipping 
and trade. 

5. Financial Arrangements 

(a) Tolls shall be payable in advance to the account of the Suez Canal 

Authority at any bank as may be authorised by it. In pursuance of 
this, the Suez Canal Authority has authorised the National Bank of 
Egypt and is negotiating with the Bank of International Settlement to 
accept on its behalf payment of the Canal tolls. 

(b) The Suez Canal Authority shall pay to the Government of Egypt 5 per 

cent, of all the gross receipts as royalty. 
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(c) The Suez Canal Authority will establish a Suez Canal Capital and 
Development Fund into which shall be paid 25 per cent, of all gross 
receipts. This fund will assure that there shall be available to the Suez 
Canal Authority adequate resources to meet the needs of development 
and capital expenditure for the fulfilment of the responsibilities they 
have assumed and are fully determined to discharge. 

6. Canal Code. —^The regulations governing the Canal, including the details 
of its operation, are embodied in the Canal Code which is the law of the Canal. 
Due notice will be given of any alteration in the code, and any such alteration, if 
it affects the principles and commitments in this Declaration and is challenged or 
complained against for that reason, shall be dealt with in accordance with the 
procedure set forth in paragraph 7 (b). 

1. Discrimination and Complaints Relating to the Canal Code 

{a) In pursuance of the principles laid down in the Constantinople Convention 
of 1888, the Suez Canal Authority, by the terms of its Charter, can 
in no case grant any vessel, company or other party any advantage or 
favour not accorded to other vessels, companies or parties on the same 
conditions. 

{b) Complaints of discrimination or violation of the Canal Code shall be 
sought to be resolved by the complaining party by reference to the 
Suez Canal Authority. In the event that such a reference does not 
resolve the complaint, the matter may be referred, at the option of the 
complaining party or the authority, to an arbitration tribunal composed 
of one nominee of the complaining party, one of the authority and a 
third to be chosen by both. In case of disagreement, such third member 
will be chosen by the President of the International Court of Justice 
upon the application of either party. 

(c) The decisions of the arbitration tribunal shall be made by a majority of 

its members. The decisions shall be binding upon the parties when they 
are rendered and they must be carried out in good faith. 

(d) The Government of Egypt will study further appropriate arrangements 

that could be made for fact-finding, consultation and arbitration on 
complaints relating to the Canal Code. 

8. Compensation and Claims. —The question of compensation and claims in 
connexion with the nationalisation of the Suez Canal Maritime Company shall, 
unless agreed between the parties concerned, be referred to arbitration in 
accordance with the established international practice. 

9. Disputes, Disagreements or Differences Arising out of the Convention 
and this Declaration 

(a) Disputes or disagreements arising in respect of the Constantinople 

Convention of 1888 or this Declaration shall be settled in accordance 
with the Charter of the United Nations. 

(b) Differences arising between the parties to the said Convention in respect 

of the interpretation or the applicability of its provisions, if not 
otherwise resolved, will be referred to the International Court of Justice. 
The Government of Egypt would take the necessary steps in order to 
accept the compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice 
in conformity with the provisions of Article 36 of its Statute. 

10. Status of this Declaration. —The Government of Egypt make this 
Declaration, which reaffirms and is in full accord with the terms and spirit of the 
Constantinople Convention of 1888, as an expression of their desire and 
determination to enable the Suez Canal to be an efficient and adequate waterway 
linking the nations of the world and serving the cause of peace and prosperity. This 
Declaration, with the obligations therein, constitutes an international instrument 
and will be deposited and registered with the Secretariat of the United Nations. 
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( 10 ) 


Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 


(No. 32. Guidance. Secret) April 25, 1957. 

The United States Government have decided to report to the Security Council 
the results of the American-Egyptian exchanges which have been going on for 
several weeks in Cairo over the Egyptian draft declaration on the regime they 
propose for the Suez Canal (published in definitive form on April 24). 

2. The Council will meet on April 26. In the exploratory talks in Cairo the 
Americans sought to bring the Egyptian proposals into line with the six 
requirements which the Security Council approved on October 13, and which 
Were accepted by Egypt. There have been certain advances on the part of the 
Egyptians, but there has been no evidence of their willingness to make the 
fundamental changes which would be required if the draft were fully to give 
effect to the six requirements, of which the principal requirement is that the Canal 
should be insulated from the politics of any one country. 

3. The American decision has been taken in full consultation with us and 
we agree that it is desirable that the results of the talks in Cairo should now be 
discussed in the Council. 

4. Meanwhile Her Majesty’s Government have been advising British ship¬ 
owners not to use the Canal and have urged the principal friendly user countries to 
exercise similar restraint. This policy has met with an encouraging response and 
the ships of the main maritime countries of Western Europe (except Greece and 
Italy) have in general avoided the Canal. It is important that the policy of restraint 
should be generally maintained while the Security Council meets in order not to 
prejudice the discussions and weaken the position of the users. 

5. In the Security Council we expect that there will be a statement on the 
Cairo talks from the United States Delegation, and an opportunity for the members 
to assess the Egyptian declaration in relation to the six requirements and clarify 
various obscurities. 

6. The following talking points about reference to the Security Council may 
be used freely— 

(a) The initiative is an American one, but has been taken in close consultation 

with us and with our approval. 

(b) The Americans have decided that the time has come to report to the 

Security Council and we accept their judgment. They have not been 
negotiating on behalf of the users in Cairo, but have been acting in full 
knowledge of the views and interests of ourselves and the major users. 

(f) The Americans have given the Egyptians every chance to make their draft 
declaration square with the six requirements of the Security Council 
and have exercised considerable patience and persistence. Their 
activity in Cairo has been helpful. 

id) The Security Council is already seized of this question and is the 
appropriate forum—the six requirements of October 13 were framed 
there, and Mr. Hammarskjdld’s elaboration of them (set out in his 
letter of October 24 to Mr. Fawzi) was circulated to the Council. 

7. For your personal information we are most anxious to keep the question 
in the Security Council—in spite of the veto—rather than in the General Assembly 
Where Egypt could count on widespread sympathy and there would be little 
likelihood of a result satisfactory to us. The intention is not to pillory Egypt in 
the Council, but to establish precisely what position has in fact been reached and 
the views of the members of the Council on that position. Further developments 
would depend on the outcome of this initial stage. 

8. You will receive further guidance as the situation clarifies. For the 
moment you should confine your comments to the points suggested above and 
decline to be drawn on future developments. 
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JE 1421/400 


( 11 ) 


Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 1004) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 26, 1957. 

Following is text of Mr. Lodge’s statement in Security Council. 

It will be recalled that the Security Council last met to consider the item before 
us on October 13 when it unanimously agreed, with the concurrence of Egypt, on 
six basic requirements that should be met in any Suez Canal settlement. It was 
also agreed, at the suggestion of the United States that the Council remain seized 
of this important matter. The Council thus has a continuing interest in this 
subject. 

For these reasons and in light of the reopening of the Suez Canal, the United 
States believed it appropriate to request a meeting of the Security Council. On 
its part the United States wishes to report briefly to the Council its views regarding 
the regime proposed for the Suez Canal by Egypt. No doubt other members of 
the Council will also wish to express their views. In this way the Council can 
take note of the situation regarding the Suez Canal. 

Later in March the Egyptian Government transmitted to the United States, 
among certain other Governments, a set of proposals to govern ihe operation of 
the Suez Canal. The Government of Egypt requested the United States to 
comment on its proposals. In response to this request, the United States, without 
any mandate to represent other users of the Canal, made a number of suggestions 
to the Egyptian Government. These suggestions were designed to facilitate an 
effective and generally acceptable international agreement in conformity with the 
six requirements unanimously approved by the Security Council. In addition the 
Secretary-General has communicated his observations to the Egyptian Government 
during the past month. 

The Egyptian declaration has now been circulated to the members of the 
Council. Egypt has requested that its declaration be registered with the United 
Nations and the Secretary-General has done so. 

The United States has already expressed its views in detail to the Government 
of Egypt regarding its declaration. In our view, Mr. President, the Egyptian 
declaratipn in its present form does not fully meet the six requirements of the 
Security Council. A fundamental difficulty lies in the fact that there is no provision 
for organised co-operation, which is the phrase referred to in the exchange of 
correspondence of November 3, 1956, between the Secretary-General and the 
Egyptian Government (S/3728). 

In view of this lack of provision for organised and systematic co-operation 
between Egypt and the users, there is no assurance that the six requirements will 
in fact be implemented. 

Perhaps no final judgment can be made regarding the regime proposed by 
Egypt until it has been tried and in practice. 

Therefore any de facto acquiescence by the United States must be provisional 
and we reserve the right to express ourselves further on the matter in the future. 

Obviously there remain a number of practical arrangements which will have to 
be worked out in giving effect to the Egyptian declaration. The salient practical 
fact is that the question of whether confidence among the users of the Canal can 
be established will depend on the manner in which the Egyptian declaration is 
carried out in practice. 

Pending settlement with the universal Suez Canal Company and in view of 
the possibility of double jeopardy. United States vessels will be authorised to pay 
Egypt only under protest, as has been the case since last July. 

We think that the interests of Egypt and the users would both be served if 
the arrangements for the Canal and its operation are such that Governments and 
private concerns can base their economic and business plans on the assumption 
that there will in fact be, as there should be, free and nondiscriminatory use of the 
Canal at all times by the ships of all nations. 

Finally, Mr. President, we believe the Council should remain seized of this 
matter while the system proposed by Egypt is given a trial. 
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JE 1421/401 (12) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received April 27) 

(No. 1007) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 26, 1957. 

My telegram No. 1006. 

Following is text of my statement in Security Council. 

I think that I should begin by saying a few words about the extraordinary 
statement that we heard this afternoon from the distinguished delegate of the Soviet 
Union. I shall not take up the time of the Council by adjusting in detail the distorted 
picture of past and present events which Mr. Sobolev has put to the Council. Our 
United States and Iraqi colleagues have effectively disposed of the charges levelled 
against their countries. That was the only new feature in Mr. Sobolev’s 
phantasmagoria. The charges he made against my Government and the 
Government of France have repeatedly been made before and rejjeatedly refuted. 

But why has Mr. Sobolev chosen to disturb in this way what has, I think, on 
the whole been a calm and objective consideration of the Suez Canal problem? 
Why has he sought to deflect our discussion to quite irrelevant topics? I think 1 can 
see the reason for this. Mr. Sobolev has taken the line to-day that it is for the 
Government of Egypt to decide unilaterally on what terms the Canal may be used. 

But that has not always been the position of his Government. And one can 
see why. 

It would, I imagine, hardly suit the Soviet Government if the territorial power 
in question were left unfettered discretion to lay down the conditions on which traffic 
could pass through the Bosphorous and the Dardanelles: If this could be done by a 
unilateral declaration, to be registered at the United Nations, but capable of 
alteration or cancellation at the sole discretion of that one Government. 

That would be something which the Soviet Government would presumably 
regard as detrimental to its interests. 

So we can all understand why the Soviet representative in October— 
Mr. Shepilov, then Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, should have spoken of 
“ reaching an agreement ” and of “ finding a just solution ”. 

Now Mr. Sobolev has to argue that no agreement is necessary and that a 
solution can be imposed unilaterally by the territorial power in the case of the Suez 
Canal. 

It is only natural therefore that he should try to hide this change of position 
behind a smoke-screen. And the smoke-screen that he has chosen is a series of 
wild, irrelevant and untrue charges against the Western world. 

I suggest to my colleagues that we let the smoke drift away and come back to 
the business in hand. I therefore now turn to the item before us. 

Let me say that I have listened with great interest to the statement given by the 
distinguished representative of the United States of America this morning. 

I think we must all pay tribute to the spirit in which the United States 
Government undertook their conversations with the Government of Egypt. 

The position of my Government on this question is a simple one. 

We stand firmly by the resolution adopted by this Council on October 13 last 
year, which laid down that any settlement of the Suez question should meet six 
specific requirements. 

The Security Council in adopting the resolution in question has engaged itself 
in this matter and its authority remains engaged. This seems to be a view generally 
held. 

It is natural therefore that we should approach any new proposals for the 
settlement of the problem with this question; How far do they meet the 
requirements laid down by the Security Council? 

It is also material to consider how far any new proposals meet the 
understandings embodied in the correspondence between the Foreign Minister of 
Egypt and the Secretary-General—correspondence which was circulated to the 
United Nations in document S/3728. It will be recalled that the first of the 
requirements laid down by the Security Council was that there should be “ free and 
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open transit through the Canal without discrimination overt or covert ” and that this 
was to cover “ both political and technical aspects 

The Egyptian declaration which we have before us as document S/3818 repeats 
that it is the unaltered policy and firm purpose of the Government of Egypt to 
respect the terms and the spirit of the Constantinople Convention of 1888 and the 
rights and obligations arising therefrom. 

But it is not clearly defined how the Egyptian Government intends to apply this 
policy in practice. This seems to me a point on which there should be further 
clarification. 

The second of the requirements is that the sovereignty of Egypt should be 
respected; I need make no comment on this requirement. 

The third requirement is that “ the operation of the Canal should be insulated 
from the politics of any country ”. My Government attaches particular importance 
to this third requirement. 

It may be said that the arbitration procedures set out in paragraphs 7 and 9 of 
the Egyptian declaration are a step towards the implementation of this requirement. 

It would however appear to me that since Egypt proposes to operate by way 
of a unilateral declaration she retains the power to withdraw or change unilaterally 
at any time any or all of the procedures laid down in this declaration. 

We regret to see so little provision for co-operation with users of the Canal. 
It appeared to be recognised in the correspondence between the Foreign Minister 
of Egypt and the Secretary-General to which I have referred, that a properly 
organised and complete system of co-operation with the users would be a very 
material step towards the achievement of the third of the Security Council’s 
requirements—the insulation of the operation of the Canal from politics. 

The fourth requirement of the Security Council was that “ the manner of fixing 
tolls and charges should be decided by agreement between Egypt and the users ”. 

The Egyptian proposal on tolls in paragraph 3 of their declaration appears 
to come reasonably close to meeting this fourth requirement. 

It has, however, not been specified with whom the Suez Canal Authority should 
negotiate about any increase beyond 1 per cent, in the level of tolls. 

This essential point requires clarification. 

The fifth of the Security Councils requirements was that “ a fair proportion of 
the dues should be allotted to development ”. The proportion of 25 per cent, of all 
gross receipts suggested in paragraph 5 (c) of the Egyptian declaration appears to 
be adequate. 

I would, however, point out that the capital and development fund which it is 
proposed to establish will apparently be under the sole control of the Canal 
Authority. 

In our view it would be more in keeping with the third requirement of the 
Security Council if this fund were placed in some independent Bank and if there 
were some binding understanding about its use. 

The sixth requirement of the Security Council was that “ in case of disputes, 
unresolved affairs between the Suez Canal Company and the Egyptian Government 
should be settled by arbitration with suitable terms of reference and suitable 
provisions for the payment of sums found to be due ”. 

My Government consider that the procedures indicated in paragraph 8 of the 
Egyptian declaration are a reasonable approach towards meeting this requirement, 
with two reservations. 

In the first place, paragraph 8 of the declaration provides that compensation 
“ shall, unless agreed between the parties concerned, be referred to arbitration ”. 

It is not clear what is meant by the phrase “ the parties concerned 

The sixth requirement expressly and advisedly recognised the position of the 
Suez Canal Company as regards compensation. 

This was important. 

The Egyptian declaration is decidedly less positive in this respect than the sixth 
requirement of the Security Council. 

I must, moreover, draw attention to the fact that whereas the sLxth requirement 
stated that suitable provisions should be made for the payment of sums found to be 
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due, there is no indication in the declaration that the necessary provisions to this 
effect are being made. 

In offering these preliminary comments of my Government on the Egyptian 
declaration I would conclude with what is in their view the point on which the 
declaiation is most open to criticism. 

This is the procedure which has been adopted by the Egyptian Government 
and to the unilateral form of the declaration. 

So far as I can see the procedure adopted and the form in which the declaration 
has been made, means that any part of it can be unilaterally altered or withdrawn. 
As I understand it even though it is registered with the United Nations the 
declaration remains a unilateral declaration which can be revoked or altered. 

I have already touched upon this when speaking of the third requirement of 
the Security Council, but it in fact goes to the heart on the whole question. 

I have been struck by the general feeling that the Egyptian declaration cannot 
be regarded as a final settlement in accordance with the six requirements contained 
in the resolution of October 13. 

Many Members pointed out how obscure its meaning was; and many pointed 
out that, as a de facto arrangement, much depended on the manner in which it would 
be operated. 

My Government like others have been in possession of the Egyptian 
declaration for only a short time. They are still studying it and they may have 
further comments which they would wish me to make to the Council. 

My Government will I am sure wish to take into account the views expressed 
in the Council to-day. 

They may wish to consult with other user Governments not represented on the 
Council. This may take a few days. 

T noted that several other Members of the Council likewise felt that they would 
need more time to study these new developments. 

I therefore reserve my right to speak again more fully at a subsequent meeting 
of the Council. 


JE 1421/403 (13) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received A pril 27) 

(No. 1008. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) April 26, J957. 

In the event the United States statement provided a useful opening for the 
debate. It was encouraging to find that really all Members of the Council, except 
the Soviet Union, felt that the Egyptian declaration should not be regarded as the 
last word on the Suez Canal; even the Iraqi described it only as a step forward. 
The atmosphere of the Council thus certainly leaves it open to us to propose further 
discussion, if we wish to do so. 

2. On the other hand there was a sufficient expression of opinion on the 
importance of de facto arrangements to justify us in concentrating at present on 
this aspect if that is what suits us best. 


JE 1421/403 (14) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon 

(No. 1492. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) April 29, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1008. 

The discussion in the Security Council went well and I congratulate you both 
on the success of your preparatory work and on your conduct of the meeting. 
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2. We shall follow it up with discussion in the Council of S.C.U.A. tomorrow 
afternoon. It seems likely that we shall still be unable at that time to state the 
final decision of Her Majesty’s Government on their attitude to the Egyptian 
Declaration. For your private information this must depend in part on the reply 
of the National Bank of Egypt concerning the use of transferable sterling, and 
this has not come in yet. We may therefore wish to adjourn the S.C.U.A. meeting 
for further discussion on Wednesday or Thursday, when all representatives will 
have clear instructions. 

3. In any event there are advantages in a further meeting of the Security 
Council. You did at the end of your speech reserve your right to speak again 
more fully at a subsequent meeting. I feel that we must continue to keep up our 
pressure upon the Egyptians to clear up some of the obscurities to which attention 
was drawn on Friday and to improve on their offer. This could no doubt be 
intimated to the Egyptian delegate through some suitable channel. The Security 
Council meeting might also be the appropriate occasion for us and others to define 
policy. 

4. I am not yet in a position to suggest a precise date for this further meeting 
of the Security Council, but as Lodge will be the President next month I think it 
important that you should discuss the matter with him urgently and warn him 
that we consider a further meeting necessary. I should like you to have this 
discussion as soon as possible and let me know in the light of your talk with him 
whether you see difficulties in this suggestion. For every reason, the outside 
world must continue the pressure on Egypt, for it is important not to let Nasser 
feel that the question is now closed and that he has won. 


SECRET 


SECRET 


125 


JE 1421/442 No. 20 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR A SUEZ CANAL SETTLEMENT 

( 1 ) 

Permanent Under-Secretary to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 1507. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) May 2, 1957. 

The Secretary of State discussed this matter with Mr. Dulles in Bonn last 
night. Mr. Dulles understood our difficulties and wished to be helpful, but was 
apprehensive about the proposed meeting of the Security Council. United States 
relations with Egypt at the moment were not good, and he did not want them to 
improve. He did not want to get involved in negotiating further with Egypt. 
Moreover he also thought that if we were to hold a Security Council meeting on 
Monday at which the Egyptians might be openly defiant and if thereafter everyone 
went through the Canal, that would be a loss of prestige for the West and indeed 
for the United States which he would not want to see happen. If on the other 
hand we could get some form of understanding that at the Security Council meeting 
the Egyptians would at least promise to study the problem of unilateral withdrawal 
or amendment of the resolution he would not mind the meeting taking place. He 
thought that Mr. Hammarskjold was the best person to explore this possibility. 

2. Mr. Dulles therefore suggested that you might write a letter to Mr. Lodge 
intimating that we might want a meeting on Monday or Tuesday so that the Security 
Council could hear the Egyptian reactions to the last debate, and that we would 
confirm on Saturday or Sunday whether we did want a meeting or not. Mr. Dulles 
saw no harm in the fact of the letter having been sent being made public, but he 
would prefer it to be understood between the United States and the United Kingdom 
that, unless we had grounds for thinking that the Egyptians would be reasonable 
at the meeting, we should not in fact call for it. 

3. In the light of this conversation, it has been decided that at the resumed 
meeting of the Council of S.C.U.A. this afternoon we shall first invite other 
Delegations to express their views. If, as is probable, there are divergent opinions, 
we w'ill suggest that the best course would be to warn the President of the Security 
Council that it may be desirable to hold a meeting next Monday or Tuesday in 
order to hear an Egyptian reply to the points made at the last meeting and to 
ascertain whether any new assurances can be obtained from Egypt. Our Delegate 
will add that in making their final decision Ministers will take full account of the 
views expressed in S.C.U.A. 

4. If this goes according to plan, you will be informed by emergency telegram 
as soon as possible after the S.C.U.A. meeting. You should then write forthwith 
to Mr. Lodge, saying that in view of the fact that the Egyptian Delegate made no 
reply to the arguments put forward at the last meeting of the Security Council, you 
wish to give notice that you may request a further meeting next Monday or Tuesday 
in order to hear the comments of the Egyptian Government on these arguments. 
I note (paragraph 1 of your telegram Na 1026) that you would also wish to refer 
to the general desire of the members of S.C.U.A. for further elucidation of the 
Egyptian proposals. This point will be covered in our telegram to you after the 

S.C.U.A. meeting. 

5. If these instructions are confirmed this afternoon, you should at the same 
time approach Mr. Hammarskjold's Deputy in New York and invite him to draw 
the attention of the Egyptian Government (or if he prefers invite the Secretary- 
General by telegram to do so) to the fact that members of the Security Council 
are awaiting an answer to the questions raised at the last meeting, especially the 
question as to whether the Egyptians consider themselves entitled unilaterally to 
withdraw or to amend their Declaration. He could then invite the Egyptian 
Government to indicate what further assurances they are prepared to give in the 
light of the debate in the Security Council. Since our decision whether or not you 
should ask for the Council to be convened may depend on the answer to this enquiry, 
an effort should be made to get the quickest possible reply. And for the same 
reason it would not be desirable that the Secretary-General (or his Deputy) should 
relate the enquiry directly to the possibility of a further meeting. 
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6. For your own information, we are hoping to have news of the Bank 
discussions in Basle on Saturday or on Sunday morning, and to take our final 
decision on the Security Council meeting thereafter. 


JE 1421/457 


( 2 ) 

Sir Christopher Steel to Foreign Office 


(No. 358. Secret) Bonn, 

(Telegraphic) May 3, 1957. 

Following for Lord Gosford from Secretary of State. 

Please seek out Mr. Hammarskjold as soon as you can and give him a message 
from me on the following lines: — 

We are still in the dark about the Egyptian position on the points raised at the 
last meeting of the Security Council to discuss the Suez Canal. The Egyptians 
have given no answer to the questions raised during that debate, in particular to 
the question whether they consider themselves entitled unilaterally to withdraw 
or amend their Declaration relating to the future of the Canal. You yourself 
referred to this issue in your message to Dr. Fawzi of April 16. It believe this 
question to be of great importance and so, I know, do most of the other users. On 
the Egyptian stand on this point may depend our attitude to their declaration. 

2. I do not myself believe that the Egyptians intend that they should be able 
to withdraw it or amend it without agreement. Do you think you could make an 
early approach to Nasser with the object of clarifying their attitude on this point 
in particular? 

3. Please also tell Hammarskjold that we are seriously considering whether 
or not we ought to call a further meeting of the Security Council in the very near 
future and Dixon will be writing to Lodge to warn him of this. Whether or not 
there should be such a meeting of the Council might depend to a large extent on 
whether the Egyptians would be prepared to give an assurance about the binding 
nature of their Declaration on the lines suggested above. 

4. Mr. Dulles has told me that the United States Government would be 
prepared to agree to a further meeting of the Security Council if Hammarskjold 
thinks that it might help to elucidate the Egyptian position. Mr. Dulles did not 
like the idea of a Security Council meeting at which the Egyptians would be defiant. 
My own instinct is to feel that the Egyptians would not be defiant and, therefore, 
another meeting of the Security Council would do no harm. I should like 
Hammarskjold’s private and confidential view on this. 


JE 1421/466 (3) 

Foreign Office to Mr. Wardrop (Geneva) 

(No. 200. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) May 6, 1957. 

Following for Lord Gosford. 

My immediately following telegram contains a reply from the Secretary of 
State to Mr. Hammarskjold’s message which has been agreed by telephone with 
the Prime Minister. Please convey it to Mr. Hammarskjold as soon as possible. 

2. In so doing, and with reference to the second sentence of paragraph 12, 
you should inform Mr. Hammarskjold in strict confidence that one matter on which 
Her Majesty’s Government will require clarification is the payment of the tolls in 
transferable sterling, and that in order to obtain this a purely technical enquiry is 
at present being made through banking channels. This is being done without 
prejudice to Her Majesty’s Government’s ultimate decision as to the use of the 
Canal by British shipping. For your own information the other member 
Governments of S.C.U.A. have been sim.ilarly informed. 
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JE 1421/466 (4) 

Foreign Office to Mr. Wardrop (Geneva) 

(No. 201. Secret) Foreign Office 

(Telegraphic) ^ M%6.m7. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text of reply. 

I have now been able to consult my colleague.s on your message of May 3. The 

position of Her Majesty’s Government with regard to the Canal can be stated as 
lollows: — 

XT accept the legality of the act of nationalisation of last July. 

iNevertheless, we attach importance to Nasser’s willingness to go to international 
arbitration about compensation. 

(2) We recognise that the status quo ante cannot now be restored and that the 
constructive approach for both users and the Egyptian Government is to see 
Whether a system can be evolved for running the Canal which will earn the 
confidence of the users and, at the same time, be acceptable to Egypt. 

(3) The six principles which we formulated in the private talks in New York 
and which you subsequently incorporated in your report to the Security Council! 
ev^Ned Provide a framework within which an acceptable system could be 

(4) The letter, which after further discussions, you wrote on October 24 was 
intended to be a basis of negotiation consistent with the six principles out of which 
you hoped that a satisfactory system would be attained. 

, . however, clear that a negotiated agreement is impossible for the time 

Being. We, as the largest user, are not in diplomatic relations with Egypt, nor are 
the French. ’ 

ti, . United Kingdom (jovernment have not rejected the idea 

that a unilateral declaration by the Egyptians might provide a de facto basis for 

eginnmg the use of the Canal again. We realised that it was unlikely that the 
gyptians would produce a meitioranduni which would be satisfactory to us or 
could be accepted as constituting a permanent system. Nevertheless, we considered 
that this method of approach by the Egyptians should not be wholly condemned 
We encourag^ the United States Government to seek clarification and we intended 
he Security Council debate on April 26 to be a constructive attempt to secure 
clarifications and improvements. 

(7) There is the further point that we feel that the authority of the Security 

ouncil and United Nations is involved in securing a permanent settlement which 
does conform to the six principles. 

(8) Certain improvements have been made by the Egyptians ir the 
jnemorandum which is to be registered with the United Nations as compared with 
the original one put forward privately to certain Governments. The sincerity of 

the Egyptian professions about arbitration procedures can only be decided in 
practice. 

(9) The outstanding difficulty from our point of view in giving a trial to the 
system is that the Egyptian memorandum can be unilaterally withdrawn or amended 
without prior notice or agreement. As I said in my earlier telegram I can hanllv 

Egyptian inlention. The Vblem, th§?e\ore, irhowT 
secure further elucidation of the Egyptian intentions on that point. 

(10) We considered with other Governments what method we should use 
Although I myself at first favoured a further debate in the Security Council I saw 
the force of the argument that if the Egyptians were merely defiant during the course 
ot such a debate, it would not enhance the authority of the United Nations nor 
would It make it easier to begin to use the Canal on the basis of a de facto 

^ that if you were willing to take some initiative with 
the Egyptian Government it would be the better course. 

(11) In your message to me of May 3 you agree that it may be that the 
Egyptians will clarify the point referred to above, and you state your willingness 
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to make an early approach to Nasser on this matter. You raise, however, the 
question about further meetings of the Security Council. 

(12) I think that we should have to reserve the right to summon a further 
meeting of the Security Council if any new complications were to arise. If the 
Egyptians were to make difficulties about payment of tolls, or the servicing of 
British ships, we might have to bring the matter to the Security Council again. 
There is also the Israeli complication which might arise at any moment if the 
Israelis were to seek to send a ship through. However, I think that I can promise 
you that, in the absence of some factor such as that, we would not seek to use the 
Security Council as a means of bringing pressure to bear upon the Egyptians 
during a reasonable period of, say, a week while you are dealing with the matter, 
in other words, until some time during the week commencing May 12. We have 
no desire to have a meeting of the Security Council just for the sake of having one. 
We should want it to fulfil some constructive role. 

(13) I agree that it would be very desirable that you should be back in New 
York for any meeting of the Security Council. 

(14) If you decide to proceed on this basis, I suggest that you should act on 
your responsibility as the Secretary-General of the United Nations and not at the 
request of one particular Government. Anxiety about the unilateral revocation or 
amendment was generally expressed at the S.C.U.A. meetings, and I believe that 
one or two Governments may have made independent representations on this point 
to the Egyptian Government. 


JE 1421/476 



Mr. Wardrop to Foreign Office 


(No. 99. Secret) Geneva, 

(Telegraphic) May 6, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 201. 

Following is text of Secretary-General’s reply. 

I received your message of May 6 and would like to make the following 
observations: — 

Ad your message, paragraph 11 

I confirm my willingness to try to clarify the point mentioned. 

Ad your paragraph 12 

Of course, I never intended that you should sacrifice the possibility of 
using the Security Council for such purposes as those now mentioned by you. 
What I had in mind was that my position obviously would be false if, even 
in case a satisfactory clarification from the Egyptian side were to be 
forthcoming, the same issue might be run again through the Security Council 
machine. This is clearly a different matter from the situations you have in 
mind. There is, in my view, no reason to consider now whether Security 
Council action would be the most appropriate approach in those other cases. 

I understand that you would hold back an initiative in the Security 
Council on the issue you have brought up with me during the time that 
reasonably may be required for the desired clarification. In this context 
I have to draw your attention to the fact that if, as is likely, I go to Jerusalem 
on Wednesday, I shall be cut off from the possibility of an exchange of views 
with Cairo during the latter half of this week. Whatever the action that 
I may initiate before leaving for Jerusalem it, thus, would have to be followed 
up in the course of next week. 

Ad your paragraph 14 

I intend to act on the basis you indicate and in the light of the fact that 
I made efforts in a similar direction a week before the last Security Council 
meeting. I dropped my previous initiative partly because of what seemed to 
me to be a lack of interest on the user side 
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( 6 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 36 Guidance. Confidential) May 13, 1957. 

Her Majesty’s Government have decided to withdraw their advice to British 
shipowners to refrain from using the Canal. A statement has been made in the 
House this afternoon by the Prime Minister. This decision and the use of the 
Canal by British ships do not imply acceptance of the Egyptian declaration of 
April 24 as a settlement of the Canal question, and are without prejudice to 
existing legal rights or to the terms of a final settlement. 

2. The position taken by the members of the S.C.U.A. Council was similar, 
though the French Delegation made it clear that their Government could not 
approve of the use of the Canal in present circumstances. The other members 
were unanimous in considering that continued avoidance of the Canal was 
impracticable. The shipping conferences through which the policy of restraint 
had been co-ordinated were becoming increasingly restive, and in the last few days 
it had become clear that the common front among the conference members in the 
dry cargo trades had virtually collapsed and that oil companies were unlikely to 
maintain a common front much longer. Ships of the Iron Curtain, flags of 
convenience, Greece, &c., had been using the Canal for weeks, and ships of several 
members of S.C.U.A. had begun to follow suit. 

3. The Prime Minister also described arrangements for tolls and ships’ 
disbursements to be paid in sterling. These were agreed as a result of technical 
talks between representatives of the Bank of Egypt and the Bank of England 
conducted in Basle. No “ concessions ” have been made to Egypt: and, with the 
exceptions mentioned by the Prime Minister, the No. 1 Account remains blocked 
(for your own information its unblocking will only be discussed in the general 
context of a settlement of claims and counter-claims). 

4. We wish at present to avoid the complication of Israeli shipping. We 
consider that first the resumption of normal traffic should be firmly established. 
The Israeli issue is however bound to come up sooner or later. We certainly 
consider that Israeli ships are entitled to freedom of passage through the Canal: 
and that it would be for the Israeli Government as members of the United Nations 
to raise themselves the question of Israel’s rights under the United Nations Charter. 

5. We expect that Western European Governments who now decide to let 
their ships use the Canal freely will make statements of reservation similar to 
Her Majesty’s Government’s. The French are expected for the present to prevent 
their ships using the Canal, but they share the opinion of the other members of 
S.C.U.A. on the Egyptian declaration, and their intention to work for a more 
satisfactory settlement. You should therefore not imply that there is any serious 
divergence of policy with France. 


JE 1421/516 (7) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Seiwyn Lloyd. (Received May 17) 

(No. 1070) New York, 

(Telegraphic) May 16, 1957. 

Mr. President: 

Upon instructions from the Government of the French Republic and for the 
reasons adduced in the attached communique of the Council of Ministers of France 
dated May 15, 1957,1 have the honour to request you in your capacity as President 
of the Security Council to convene a meeting of the Council at 3 p.m. on Monday, 
May 20, 1957, for the purpose of resuming the consideration of the following 
question: 
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Situation created by the unilateral action of the Egyptian Government in 
bringing to an end the system of international operation of the Suez Canal, which 
was confirmed and completed by the Suez Canal Convention of 1888, which 
appears as Item 28 on the list of matters with which the Security Council is seized. 

Please accept, Mr. President, the assurance of my highest consideration. 


JE 1421/539 (8) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received May 21) 

(No. 1087) New York, 

(Telegraphic) May 20, 1957. 

Following is text of my speech in the Security Council this afternoon. 

Her Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom support the initiative which 
the French Government took in bringing this matter once more before the Council. 

Our last debate on April 26 took place only two days after the publication of 
the Egyptian declaration on the operation of the Canal and several members said 
that they might have further comments to make after their Governments had had 
time to consider the Egyptian declaration more fully. 

On that occasion I gave the preliminary comments of my Government on the 
declaration and explained that, in our view, it was unsatisfactory in form and 
needed clarification on matters of substance. 

I am glad to take the opportunity afforded us by the initiative of the French 
Government to explain our views more fully. 

As far as the content of the Egyptian declaration is concerned, my Government 
are in broad agreement with the criticisms expressed by the distinguished Foreign 
Minister of France this afternoon. 

There are a number of particular points which, on this occasion I wish to 
raise, many of which I touched upon at our last meeting. 

The fifth paragraph of the Egyptian declaration provided for the setting up 
of a “ Suez Canal Capital Fund and Development Fund ”. 

We have not, however, received any indication that the Fund will be 
constituted in such a way as to ensure its independent status and that it will be 
operated under strict rules. Such rules are necessary to ensure that the moneys 
placed in the Fund will be wisely spent on the important projects which will be 
required in the next few years if the Canal is to play its full role as an international 
waterway. 

In paragraph 8 of the declaration the Egyptian Government have stated that 
questions of compensation and claims in connexion with the nationalisation of the 
Suez Canal Maritime Company shall, unless agreed between the parties concerned, 
be referred to arbitration in accordance with the established international practice. 

But they have not yet met the sixth requirement of the Security Council by 
making suitable provision for the payment of the sums found to be due. 

My Government has a particular interest as a major shareholder in the 
Company but it is also, I submit, a matter to which all members of the international 
community are bound to pay close attention; for the payment of effective 
compensation is one of the tests by which the general intentions of the Egyptian 
Government are bound to be judged internationally. 

Thirdly, I should draw attention to the fact that, although it is nearly a month 
since the Egyptian declaration was published, the Egyptian Government have not, 
so far as I am aware, taken the necessary steps to accept the compulsory jurisdiction 
of the International Court of Justice in conformity with Article 36 of its statute 
as they undertook to do in paragraph 9 of their declaration. 

I was glad to hear the representative of Egypt this afternoon confirm that 
undertaking. But it is, I think, legitimate to ask him to tell us when his 
Government intends to carry it out. 
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Fourthly, it is stated in paragraph 4 of the declaration that the Egyptian 
Government “ are looking forward with confidence to continued co-operation with 
the nations of the world in advancing the usefulness of the Canal ”. 

But we have not yet had a clear indication from the Egyptian Government as 
to how this co-operation is to be established. 

There is a similar vagueness about paragraph 3 {b) of the declaration which 
does not specify with whom the Egyptian Government intends to negotiate about 
any increase in tolls above 1 per cent. Here is another point which requires 
clarification. 

Finally, I would draw attention to the statement in paragraph 7 (d) of the 
declaration that “ the Government of Egypt will study further appropriate 
arrangements that could be made for fact-finding, consultation and arbitration on 
complaints relating to the Canal code ”. 

Can the Egyptian representative tell us how far these studies have progressed 
and what arrangements are proposed? 

Bearing in mind the expressed desire of the Government of Egypt to co-operate 
with the nations of the world in advancing the usefulness of the Canal we would 
expect that these arrangements would be worked out in collaboration with the users 
of the Canal. 

These are the more important points which I wish to raise at the present time 
on the content of the Egyptian declaration. 

It will be evident from what I have just said, as well as from my criticisms at 
our meeting on April 26, that it is our view that as it stands the Egyptian declaration 
in its content falls short of the six requirements unanimously adopted by the 
Security Council. It is for the Egyptian Government to remedy that defect. 
Nothing that the representative of Egypt has said this afternoon has served to 
dispel the shortcomings of the declaration of April 24 in this respect and the 
uncertainties which I have expressed. But, as is well known, our principal concern 
is with the form of the declaration. 

Nothing has yet been said in this Council or outside to lead us to vary our 
view that this is a unilateral declaration which the Egyptian Government can 
amend or withdraw at will. 

We hold that such a unilateral declaration cannot be accepted as a settlement 
of the Suez Canal problem. 

Before the Egyptian act of nationalisation of July 26, of which we do not 
accept the legality, the Canal was operated under a balanced system. 

This system comprised both the 1888 Convention and the concession granted 
to the Suez Canal Company. It was balanced to protect the interests b^oth of 
Egypt and of the users. 

The position of Egypt was secured by various provisions of the 1888 
Convention and by the fact that the Canal is in Egyptian territory and under 
Egyptian sovereignty. 

The position of the users, on the other hand, was safeguarded partly by the 
Convention and partly by the fact that the Canal was operated by a Company so 
constituted as to be capable of providing for user interests. 

The Egyptian Government, by its action of July 16, 1956, destroyed the 
balance of this scheme by taking out of it the operation of the Canal by the Suez 
Canal Company. It thus removed one of the guarantees afforded under the system 
to the interests of the users. 

It has been generally agreed that a balance should be restored by a negotiated 
settlement giving effect to the six requirements of the Council’s resolution of 
October 13. 

In our view, the necessary balance cannot be regarded as restored by a 
Unilateral Egyptian declaration which could, so far as we can see, be withdrawn 
or amended at any time. Such a declaration does not contain the guarantees to 
the users of the Canal which would be inherent in an internationally negotiated 
settlement. 

We consider that the guarantees inherent in an international agreement are 
essential, if the future arrangements for the operation of the Canal are to receive 
the full confidence of the international community. 
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It is our hope that the Egyptian Government will recognise that it is in the 
interests of Egypt to restore the confidence of the users of the Canal on this crucial 
point. 

Until this is done, it cannot be said that the third of the Security Council’s 
six requirements, which provided for the insulation of the Canal from the politics 
of any country, has been adequately met. 

We shall continue to work for a negotiated agreement with the Government of 
Egypt. 

Meanwhile we have made it clear that the use of the Canal by British shipping 
will not prejudice our existing legal rights or diminish our determination to pursue 
the search for a final settlement that is fair both to Egypt and to the users. 

My Government believe that the United Nations has assumed a responsibility 
in this matter which it has not yet discharged. 

The Security Council laid down six requirements for a settlement of the Suez 
Canal problem. It was the general opinion of the Council at our last debate, and 
it is the general opinion of the maritime nations of the world, that Egypt has by 
no means fully complied with the Security Council’s requirements. 

It is for Egypt to put herself right with the United Nations and the world 
community by meeting her international obligations in a matter where so much 
depends, for Egypt as much as the rest of the world, on international confidence. 

Meanwhile the United Nations must, in our opinion, continue watchful and 
constructive in the task it has assumed. 


JE 1421/543 (9) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received May 22) 

(No. 1092. Confidential) York 

(Telegraphic) ^ay 21,1957. 

The debate which coricluded this evening developed satisfactorily and it was 
the virtually unanimous view that the Egyptian declaration could not constitute 
a final settlement and that the Security Council must remain seized of the question. 
M. Pineau, by drawing attention to a contradiction about Marshal Bulganin’s 
reference in his letter to Mollet to the declaration as a “ good basis ” and 
Mr. Sobolev’s attitude that it was final, lured the latter into underlining that he had 
described the declaration as a settlement in substance. 

2. So general was the support for this thesis that the Iraqi, who I am inclined 
to think originally intended a moderate statement, felt compelled to make what was 
in fact an unfortunate attack on France embracing Algeria, French support of 
Israel, and the French intervention last October. Mr. Shahbandar did, however, 

admit by implication that the declaration was not a final settlement in accordance 
With the SIX principles. 

3. Mr. Lodge’s statements both in his capacity as United States representative 
and his summing up from the Chair were constructive and indeed went a good 
deal further in detailed criticism of the shortcomings of the Egyptian declaration 
than the United States has so far done. 

4. M. Pineau has been skilful and moderate throughout and it was ironic 
that the conclusion of Mr. Lodge’s satisfactory summing up coincided with the news 
of the downfall of M. Mollet’s Government. 

u both the Russian and the Egyptian expressed reservations about 

the President s summing up, this meeting of the Council has, in my judgment, been 
of consicterable value. It developed support for our policy of continued pressure 
on the Egyptians by all available means to secure a satisfactory negotiated 
settlement; it firmly established the continuing responsibility of the United Nations; 

and secured a decided improvement both in strength and content in the United 
States attitude. 
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No. 21 


UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE: THE POSITION OF EGYPT, 
HER MAJESTY’S GOVERNMENT AND THE STATES WHICH HAVE 
FURNISHED CONTINGENTS 


( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 79 Intel. Confidential) May 1, 1957. 

The Egyptian Government have so far given no indication that they will call 
for the early withdrawal of the U.N.E.F. The Egyptian Press has carri^ without 
comment reports from New York that the Force may stay for four years, and one 
newspaper has called upon it to remain in order to carry out the United Nations 
partition resolutions of 1947. Formally, the Egyptian position remains as set out 
in paragraph 3 of my Intel No. 5, although there is little doubt that if the Egyptian 
Government wanted the Force to withdraw it would try to argue that the purposes 
for which the Force was originally established (paragraph 2 of my Intel No. 5) 
had now been fulfilled. But it is unlikely that a mere expression of Egypt’s desire 
to see the Force withdraw would be sufficient to bring about its withdrawal. In a 
memorandum annexed to his Note of February 26, the Secretary-General stated, 
in connexion with U.N.E.F.’s deployment at the mouth of the Gulf of Aqaba, that 
“an indicated procedure would be for the Secretary-General to inform the 
Advisory Committee on the U.N.E.F. which would determine whether the matter 
(U.N.E.F.’s possible withdrawal) should be brought to the attention of the 
Assembly ’’. On April 5 he told the Press that he would not like to see a break-up 
of U.N.E.F. arrangements until there was a “ background change in the situation ’’ 
which would render the Force unnecessary. 

2. Her Majesty’s Government favour the continued existence of the Force. 
The Prime Minister said in the House of Commons on April 1 “ The United States 
Government agreed with us that the continued presence of the U.N.E.F. in the 
Gaza Strip is essential if any solution of permanence is to be achieved. We both 
considered that the United Nations Force should not leave until its mission had 
been completely fulfilled ’’. The Prime Minister went on to say that the continued 
presence of the Force could play an important role in keeping the atmosphere 
calm in the hope that, with the passage of time, a more general Palestine settlement 
could be achieved. 

3. As a practical expression of their support for U.N.E.F., Her Majesty’s 
Government have decided to make a voluntary contribution towards the additional 
sum of $6^ million which the General Assembly authorised the Secretary- 
General to raise by its resolution of February 27 (A/RES/510). In accordance 
with our view that the expenses of U.N.E.F. should be met by all members of the 
United Nations (paragraph 8 of my Intel No. 5) our contribution will be equal 
to our normal assessed share (7-81 per cent.) and will be to the value of $507,650. 
It is to be made by waiving charges to that amount for goods already supplied to 
U.N.E.F. The United States Government have said that they will voluntarily 
contribute half of the $6^ million on the understanding that other member States 
contribute the remainder. 

4. Egypt’s acquiescence in the presence of the Force and the requisite 
financial backing are not sufficient in themselves to ensure its continued existence. 
In practice, the attitudes of the various States contributing contingents to the Force 
are likely to prove decisive. The Canadians, whose contingent forms virtually the 
entire administrative element of the Force, have made it clear to the Secretary- 
General that if the Force in any way falls under the control or influence of any 
individual State, Canadian participation will have to be reviewed. In early March 
there were signs that the Egyptians were raising objections to the arrival of a 
Canadian reconnaissance squadron requested by General Burns. The Canadians 
remonstrated with the Secretary-General and the squadron was admitted, but on 
March 15 Mr. Pearson said in the Canadian House of Commons “ No interference 
in this move by any Government could be accepted by us as valid, and if any 
attempt to so interfere were successful this would have serious results so far as 
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any further Canadian participation in U.N.E.F. is concerned, and therefore it would 
have serious results for U.N.E.F. as a whole ”. The Canadians also attached great 
importance to keeping police and internal security in the Gaza Strip under the 
control of U.N.E.F.: for the Force to act as a screen for the Egyptians or for 
Canadian troops to be under the orders of an Egyptian governor would not be 
tolerated. The Advisory Committee on U.N.E.F., of which Canada is a member, 
subsequently approved, on a trial basis, arrangements for U.N.E.F. set out by 
General Burns in a memorandum which the Egyptian Government had accepted. 
This memorandum laid down inter alia that U.N.E.F. had, as a matter of right, the 
duty of assisting in the enforcement of regulations against infiltration. 
Mr. St. Laurent has made it clear that in the Canadian view it is for the United 
Nations to decide when and whether the Force has completed the tasks for which 
it was established. 

5. The Indian attitude towards U.N.E.F. differs considerably from the 
Canadian. They apparently hold that if Nasser does not want the Force it ought 
to go and that if the Force were to assume the role of an “ occupying ” force they 
would refuse to participate in it. This view was foreshadowed in the original 
conditions set out by the Indian Government for their participation in the Force. 
These conditions emphasised the temporary nature of the Force and the fact that 
it was not to be “ in any sense a successor to the invading Anglo-French forces ”. 

6. The Yugoslav position approximates to that of the Indians. On March 8 
a Yugoslav spokesman stated that “ The Yugoslav troops, as part of the U.N.E.F., 
are in Egypt on the basis of a voluntary agreement with that country. Should 
that presumption cease to exist then the normal conclusion would follow ”, The 
Canadian Ambassador in Belgrade was, however, assured that this did not mean 
that the Yugoslav Government intended to deal with this matter on a bilateral 
basis with Egypt. If Egypt asked for the withdrawal of the Yugoslav contingent 
the Yugoslavs would refer the matter to the United Nations. Another senior 
Yugoslav official also stated that as long as the Yugoslav contingent remained 
part of U.N.E.F. it would obey without question General Burns’ orders. 

7. Brazil has shown particular concern at the prospect of fresh clashes in 
the area in which the Force is stationed. The Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
is reported to have said that “ if events should lead to the resumption of hostilities 
between the people of that region, our forces will immediately withdraw from the 
zone of the conflict ”. This point of view is shared by a number of nations 
contributing contingents, although Brazil has given the most open expression of it. 
The Norwegian and Danish Prime Ministers have indicated that their Governments 
would probably adopt the same attitude. 

8. Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden have been restive at the 
economic burden which their contribution of troops imposes on them. The 
question was discussed at the meeting of Nordic Foreign Ministers in Helsinki 
which ended on April 11 and it was decided that contingents should be provided 
for a further six month period. It was also agreed that the four Governments 
concerned should press for an equitable sharing of the costs of the national 
contingents by all United Nations members. The fact that the United Nations had 
expressed their readiness to pay the special allowance of the officers and men in 
the Norwegian first and second contingents and to reimburse Norway for the 
medical supplies she had provided, doubtless helped the Foreign Ministers in 
reaching their decision. The Finns seem to be in the most difficult position. It is 
possible that unless they get some promise of early financial support they will be 
forced to reduce their contingent to the eighty men who have volunteered to remain. 
On April 9, the Norwegian Foreign Minister said that the question of a permanent 
force might be brought up in the General Assembly this autumn as a result of the 
experience gained in Egypt. It would hardly be a question of a regular United 
Nations army, but rather of an international police force, organised in such a way 
that certain countries were in turn responsible for keeping military units in a 
state of readiness. 

9. Neither the Indonesians nor the Colombians have so far made difficulties 
about continuing to participate in the Force. 

10. Paragraphs 1 and 2 may be used at your discretion. Paragraph 3 should 
not be used until a public announcement of our intended contribution has been 
made. Paragraphs 4-9 are for your background information only. 
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( 2 ) 

FUTURE OF THE UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE AND THE 
POSSIBILITY OF SETTING UP A PERMANENT FORCE 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 
(No. 112 Intel. Confidential) Jtily I, 1957. 

United Nations Emergency Force 

My Intel No. 79 of May 1. 

The Force is performing a useful function and our main consideration is to 
avoid doing anything which would cause it to break up. It consists of contingents 
from Brazil, Canada, Colombia, Denmark, Finland, India, Indonesia, Norway, 
Sweden and Yugoslavia. 

2. These contingents were made available on an ad hoc basis for the particular 
job which the United Nations Emergency Force has in hand. Any suggestions 
that the United Nations Emergency Force should be put on a permanent footing, 
with the consequent possibility that it would be used elsewhere and in different 
circumstances, would almost certainly lead to several of the contingents 
withdrawing. And once even one contingent had left it might be impossible to 
stop the rot. 

3. Our policy is therefore to leave the United Nations Emergency Force to 
continue as at present without trying to put it on a more formal or permanent 
basis, whilst in the meantime considering—in the light of any lessons we may 
learn from the experience of the United Nations Emergency Force—how a 
permanent United Nations Force might be established for the future. 


United Nations Permanent Force 

4. For the same reason we think it undesirable at this stage to air any 
proposals for the establishment of a United Nations Permanent Force. But at 
some future date it may be possible to establish one and we are considering the 
matter. The following are the tentative conclusions we have so far reached: 

(a) No progress towards setting up a United Nations Permanent Force is likely 

to be made in the absence of more effective conciliation machinery than 
that now provided by the United Nations; 

(b) Certainly at present nothing would be gained, in view of the inevitability 

of continued Soviet opposition, by trying to set up a Force under the 
control of the Security Council as provided for in Chapter VII of the 
United Nations Charter, to which all members would be liable to 
contribute; 

ic) Similarly, the Russians would oppose the establishment of any kind of 

Permanent Force under that section of the ‘‘ Uniting for Peace ” 
procedure which calls upon members of the United Nations to provide 
contingents to be at the disposal of either the General Assembly or the 
Security Council; 

id) It is just possible that the R ussians and some of the uncommitted countries 

would agree to the establishment of a Force on the model of the 
present United Nations Emergency Force which would be permanently 
at the disposal of the United Nations. Nevertheless, a Force created 
on this basis would be useless for dealing with disputes between major 
Powers and might be strongly opposed by countries which saw in the 
creation of such a Force a potential violation of their own sovereignty. 
Moreover, it might lead to satellite contingents in the Force securing 
a means of infiltrating into trouble spots; 

(e) If the Force were to consist of national contingents, it might not, in 
practice, be fully available for use in a given situation; Governments 
would withdraw their contingents if any particular operation by the 
Force were distasteful to them. It would take almost as long to 
organise such a Permanent Force for a particular operation as to set 
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up an ad hoc Force, as was done in the case of the United Nations 
Emergency Force. For these reasons, any future Permanent Force 
may have to be set up by a system of direct recruitment. 

5. Despite these difficulties, we are continuing to examine the possibility of 
establishing a United Nations Permanent Force some day in the future when 
conditions are more auspicious. In the meantime, we propose to take no initiative 
in this matter because, as explained above, this might well cause that break-up of 
the United Nations Emergency Force which we are anxious to avoid. 

6. All the foregoing may be used at your discretion. 
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JE 1421/486 No. 22 

EGYPT: FINANCIAL TALKS 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to Sir Harold Caccia {Washington) 

(No. 2130. Secret) 

(Telegraphic) May 8, 1957. 

An agreed Minute was initialled last night in Basle by representatives of the 
Bank of England and the National Bank of Egypt. The text is in my immediately 
following telegram. 

2. Paragraph (c) means that payments from Egypt to United Kingdom and 
other traders will be made from the No. 1 Account in respect of contracts entered 
into before July 27, 1956. Hitherto, such payments were only allowed if, by that 
date, a confirmed credit had been opened with a bank in the United Kingdom or if 
the goods had been shipped. Payments in respect of contracts entered into after 
that date will still not be allowed from the No. 1 Account. The amount involved 
is thought to be about £5 million. Most of this is thought to be due to United 
Kingdom residents but the precise amount is not known. The Egyptians have 
undertaken to provide a schedule of the payments for which a release is requested 
and this will be discussed when talks are resumed. 

3. You should not volunteer information on this subject until the special 
account has actually been opened. If questioned you may say that the Egyptians 
appear ready to agree to a special account for Canal dues and ships’ disbursements. 


JE 1421/486 (2) 

Foreign Office to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 2131. Secret) 

(Telegraphic) May 8, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is agreed Minute. 

This Minute records agreed proposals between representatives of the Bank of 
England and the National Bank of Egypt, acting with the approval of their 
respective Governments, for arrangements to be made if and when British ships 
Use the Canal. 

(а) The National Bank of Egypt forthwith to request the Bank of England to 

open a Transferable Account (to be designated No. 1 Special Account). 
The detailed arrangements concerning this account are set out in 
Annex I.(*) 

(б) The Bank of England to inform the National Bank of Egypt that they 

have received from Her Majesty's Government assurances that the 
account referred to in id) would in all circumstances remain at their 
free disposal. 

(c) In view of the existence of credits and contracts entered into before the 
special restrictions were placed on the No. 1 Account, Her Majesty’s 
Government would be prepared to consider favourably immediate 
arrangements for the payment of the amounts due under these from 
that Account. 

id) As soon as the No. 1 Special Account had been opened. Her Majesty’s 
Government would be prepared immediately to begin discussions with 


(') Not printed. 
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representatives of the Egyptian Government concerning the resumption 
of current trade and matters related to the No. 1 Account of the National 
Bank of Egypt. In this connexion the National Bank of Egypt 
representatives have made it clear that the Egyptian Government 
wish to press for the release of the existing No. 1 Account, but the 
Bank of England representatives have, for their part, expressed the 
opinion that any such request would inevitably raise other questions 
which would be dealt with in those discussions. 

ie) It would probably be convenient for the discussions referred to in id) to 
take place in some neutral centre, e.g., Rome. The necessary 
arrangements for this or other meetings can be made through the 
Bank of England and the National Bank of Egypt. 


(3) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 92 Intel. Confidential) May 19, 1957. 

My telegram No. 36 Guidance, paragraph 3. 

With the exception mentioned in paragraph 2 below, the agreement whereby 
United Kingdom shipowners will pay Canal dues and ships’ disbursements in 
sterling into a new account (the No. 1 Special Account) opened by the National 
Bank of Egypt with the Bank of England leaves untouched the restrictions imposed 
last July on Egypt’s use of her sterling balances. The Prime Minister said in the 
House of Commons on May 12 “removal or modification of the existing 
restrictions must naturally depend upon satisfactory arrangements covering all 
financial claims against Egypt. Discussion will be held on this basis in a neutral 
centre ”. It is planned to begin such discussions in Rome on May 23. The United 
Kingdom delegation will be led by Sir Dennis Rickett, Third Secretary, 
Her Majesty’s Treasury and will include Foreign Office, Board of Trade and Bank 
of England representatives. 

2. At the inter-bank talks in Basle which led to the agreement to establish 
the No. 1 Special Account for Canal dues and ships’ disbursements, we undertook 
to give favourable consideration to the possibility of allowing payments to be made 
from the Egyptian No. 1 Account in respect of contracts for goods and services 
entered into before July 28, 1956 (the date when the No. 1 Account was blocked). 
The procedure to be followed is that the Egyptians will submit a list of the 
payments they wish to make. This will be examined to ensure that they have not 
attempted to discriminate to their own advantage between different categories of 
their commercial debts (e.g., by paying for goods not yet shipped but not for those 
which they have already received). If the list appears to be in order, the payments 
will be authorised. Most of these payments will probably be due to residents of the 
United Kingdom or the Sterling Area, but some will be due to residents of countries 
in the Transferable Account Area in cases where the contracts specified payment 
in sterling (we know of a Danish case and there will no doubt be others). 

3. We have agreed to discuss at Rome “ the No. 1 Account and related 
matters and the resumption of current trade ”. The Egyptions will clearly ask 
for the unblocking of their No. 1 Account. (The No. 1 Account was, before 
July 27, 1956, Egypt’s “current account’’ on the use of which there were no 
restrictions. The No. 2 Account contains the remains of Egypt’s blocked wartime 
earnings, and the releases from it to the No. 1 Account are governed by the 
Exchange of Notes of August 30, 1955, Command 9611.) We have made it clear 
that in our view “ related matters ” includes our claims against the Egyptian 
Government. They in return will no doubt raise their claims for war damage. 
Apart from these statements of opening position, it is not expected that any real 
progress will be made at this first meeting in Rome towards a settlement of this 
thorny issue. 

4. The Basle talks confirmed the Egyptian Governments’s desire for the 
restoration of current trade with the United Kingdom. The low level of Egyptian 
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cotton exports this year, the difficulty of obtaining a wide range of spare parts and 
replacements for British machinery otherwise than from this country and other 
similar difficulties explain their anxiety on this score. To the United Kingdom, 
trade with Egypt is of much less importance, so our bargaining position on this 
point is the stronger. The Egyptian authorities will of course be able to spend the 
sterling earned from Canal dues and ships’ disbursements anywhere in the 
non-dollar world. The No. 1 Special Account will also benefit from any sterling 
payments to Egypt by Sterling Area or Transferable Account countries. But the 
Egyptians will also want the Account to be available for payments for United 
Kingdom imports from Egypt, both in order to get their cotton, &c., moving and 
to increase the sterling available for their purchases. To make this possible, they 
will have to offer to e.xempt British nationals from at least the “ Trading with the 
Enemy” articles of their Proclamation No. 5 of 1956. We shall press them to 
repeal also the sequestration articles and to make the necessary administrative 
arrangements for an orderly desequestration of British property (including visas 
for British subjects wishing to return to Egypt). Our willingness to extend the 
use of the No. 1 Special Account will depend on how forthcoming they prove on 
these points. 

5. The above is mainly for your background information but you may draw 
on it to answer legitimate enquiries from the Government to which you are 
accredited or from your colleagues. You may, if you think fit, inform journalists 
(not for attribution) that— 

id) the Rome talks will be exploratory and are not likely to lead to any rapid 
results; 

(b) the talks will be concerned with financial, not political, matters (there 
is no truth, so far as we are concerned, in Press speculation that they 
will touch on resumption of diplomatic relations). 


(4) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 93 Intel. Secret) May 21, 1957. 

My telegram No. 92 Intel. 

Our tactics at the Rome talks will be to see how far we can get towards a 
settlement of British private claims, but so far as possible to avoid being drawn 
into discussion of Governmental claims at this stage. 

2. In drawing on paragraph 3 of my telegram under reference, you should 
avoid volunteering that the Egyptians are likely to raise with us their claims for 
war damage. In any event, we would of course not admit liability. 

The talks will now start on May 24. 


JE 1156/16 (5) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received May 24) 

(No. 327. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 24, 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

The first meeting was held this morning. At the outset Hassan Zaki handed 
over a schedule of credits opened for pre-zero contracts. He explained that a 
second schedule dealing with contracts only would be made available later. We 
undertook to examine the schedule and to discuss it later. We made the point, 
however, that immediate releases could not be made unless we were satisfied that 
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a proper balance was being observed between goods already shipped and goods 
not yet shipped. They appeared to accept that the former should have priority. 

2. Both sides then stated their position on the main questions. The Egyptians 
said that the resumption of current trade would not be possible unless a substantial 
sum could be released from the No. I Account. In their view, the blocking of this 
account was unjustified. They did not show any disposition to press this point on 
legal grounds. Their main argument was that it would be in the interests of both 
countries, since it would make possible the resumption of trade and direct contacts. 

3. In reply, we pointed out that it was a well-understood principle in all our 
financial negotiations that questions of trade could not be considered in isolation 
from questions of indebtedness. We wished to see the Egyptian restrictions against 
commercial dealings with the United Kingdom withdrawn. On our side, the 
present restrictions were confined to payments. We could not consider the 
widening of the purposes for which the No. 1 (Special) Account could be used, 
still less the question of a release from the No. 1 Account itself, until satisfactory 
progress had been made over the whole range of our financial claims. These fell 
broadly into three categories. The first were governmental claims, including our 
claim in respect of the Suez base. These might to some extent be treated separately. 
Secondly, there was the claim of the Suez Canal Company. The irnmediate action 
required here was that the Egyptian Government should begin discussions with 
the company, who had prepared their claim and were ready to submit it. Finally, 
there were the remaining private and commercial claims arising out of the 
sequestration of British assets and, in some cases, from their Egyptianisation. We 
stated our requirements under this latter head on the lines set out in our brief. 

4. In reply, the Egyptians said that they had no authority at this stage to do 
more than refer our requests to their Government. They asked for a written 
summary, and we shall give them this tomorrow (text by Saving telegram). They 
made it clear, however, that their Government would be strongly opposed to 
discussions with the Suez Canal Company as such. Although we argued the point 
at some length, they maintained that all that was necessary was that their 
Government should make a fair and reasonable offer to the shareholders for their 
shares and that they should do this through the Governments concerned. They 
also added that the Egyptian Government, while admitting the claim of the 
shareholders to the market price for their shares, might not be able to meet it until 
“ after they had collected their debts ”. 

5. The Egyptians took the line, as expected, that Egyptianisation was within 
their rights as a sovereign Government. They also argued that the sequestrated 
property had, in some cases, been sold to Egyptian owners because there was no 
other method of maintaining the businesses in question as going concerns. They 
did not hold out any prospect that their Government would be prepared to restore 
Egyptianised assets to their former owners, but said that fair compensation would 
in all cases be paid for the assets taken over. We said that we must maintain the 
view stated in our Note to them of April 20 that we did not admit their right to 
Egyptianise these undertakings and that we objected, in particular, to the 
discrimination which had been exercised against British and French banks, 
insurance companies and other firms through the failure to allow the five-year 
period of grace provided for under the Egyptian legislation. 

6. On the question whether the assets should be returned, we said that what 
was urgent and important was that they should discuss the matter with 
representatives of the firms themselves and reach a settlement in agreement with 
them. 

7. At this point we drew attention to the announcement by the Egyptian 
Minister of Finance reported in your telegram No. 667, and spoke as instructed. 
Dr. Aboul Ela assured us in reply that this announcement had been in no sense 
intended to be provocative but had been made in order that there might be no 
misunderstanding of the position. The action had, in fact, been taken some little 
while ago. We said that we accepted their assurance. If the talks were to make 
progress, however, it was important that incidents should not occur which might 
tend to exacerbate Anglo-Egyptian relations. 

8. On the question of sequestrated assets, while repeating that they would be 
prepared to pay compensation for assets taken over, they maintained that they 
could not undertake to compensate the owners for damage in, or deterioration of. 
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assets which were returned to them. Every care had been taken to preserve the 
assets, but all sorts of claims might be made under this head which would not be 
reasonable. We said that it was essential that compensation should be paid, not 
merely where assets were taken over, but where their value had been impaired. 

9. In his concluding remarks Dr. Aboul Ela said that Egypt claimed— 

(a) the release of the balance standing on her No. 1 Account; 

(i>) the resumption of releases from the No. 2 Account to an unblocked 
account; 

(c) an undertaking that sums released under (a) and (b) above would not be 
subject to any sort of blocking in future; 

(c/) compensation for those who had suffered as a result of the armed attack 
on Port Said, Cairo and Alexandria; 

(e) compensation for damage to Egypt’s economy; 

(/) compensation for loss of revenue from the four months’ closure of the Suez 
Canal. 

10. In reply we said that Her Majesty’s Government had already stated in 
Parliament that they did not admit any liability for the results of the Suez 
intervention and that, we on our side, had large governmental claims including, not 
only the claim in respect of the Suez base and other claims, but also for damage 
done to our economy by the unnecessary blocking of the Canal. 

11. We repeated that the question of releases from the sterling balances was 
bound up with the question of claims discussed earlier in the meeting and that it 
would not be possible to make any progress on releases, even from the No. 1 
Account, unless the conditions which we had put forward could be met. See my 
immediately following telegram. 


JE 1156/17 (6) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received May 25) 

(No. 328. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 24, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following from Delegation. 

The first meeting went srnoothly and Dr. Aboul Ela seemed anxious to create 
the impression that the Egyptian Government would meet reasonable demands for 
compensation (except for damage to sequestrated property). It was obvious, 
however, that he himself had no authority to give definite answers on any of the 
points we had raised and it remains to be seen what kind of reply he will get from 
his Government. 

2. Although he made a statement about Egyptian claims for damage arising 
out of the Suez intervention, we formed the impression that this may have been 
done partly for the record. He did not demur to the idea that governmental claims 
should be regarded as being in a separate category and should be discussed later. 

3. He was more insistent on the impossibility of the Egyptian Government 
entering into discussions with Suez Canal Company as such. We shall continue 
to maintain our position on this, but you may wish to have further conversations 
with the French and put them on notice that, if this point seems likely to hold up 
all discussions of the Canal Company’s claim, we should wish to put forward the 
alternative already discussed with M. Georges-Picot, namely, that discussions 
should take place without prejudice to the question whether those negotiating with 
the Egyptian Government are to be considered as representatives of the company 
or as representatives of the shareholders. 
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JE 1156/20 (7) 

Sir Ashley Clarke lo Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received May 27) 

(No. 29 Saving. Confidential) Rome, 

May 25, 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

My telegram No. 327. Following is text of Summary given to Egyptians. 

2. This paper, which is submitted without commitment, has been prepared 
at the request of the Egyptian Delegation in order to provide a general outline 
of the views expressed by the United Kingdom Delegation at the meeting held 
this morning. May 24. 

3. The United Kingdom Delegation believe that progress towards the 
resumption of current trade and the modification of restrictions on the No. 1 
Account will -be possible only against the background of satisfactory arrangements 
covering a number of outstanding problems. These include: — 

(1) governmental claims, including the claims for the Suez Canal Base 

installations and British equipment and other claims; 

(2) the claim for compensation of the Suez Maritime Canal Company; 

(3) private and commercial claims and other claims. 

4. To reach a comprehensive settlement of all these questions may take 
some time, and the best course may be to deal with the matter in stages. For 
example, governmental claims might be treated as a separate question. The 
United Kingdom Delegation, however, regard the following matters as calling 
for prior action before steps can be considered to modify the present restrictions 
on Egypt’s sterling balances: — 

(1) Satisfactory progress in negotiations between the Egyptian Government 

and the Suez Canal Company regarding compensation and claims in 
accordance with paragraph 8 of the Egyptian Memorandum of April 24 
to the Secretary-General of United Nations and the Sixth Principle of 
the United Nations Security Council Resolution of October 13, 1956. 

(2) The cancellation, as requested in a Note transmitted through the Swiss 

Government on January 22, of the sequestration provision in Military 
Proclamations 4 and 5 in so far as they apply to British nationals, the 
restitution to British nationals of their property on request, and the 
right of owners to return to Egypt, if they so wish, or to appoint agents, 
to deal with or dispose of their interests. Claims for compensation 
will arise in so far as the property has been lost or damaged or its value 
in any way impaired as a result of Egyptian Government action. The 
United Kingdom Delegation suggest that suitable machinery should 
be created to deal with such claims. It will also be necessary for 
transfer facilities to be given for the remittance to owners outside 
Egypt of— 

(i) funds released by Egyptian sequestration or realised from the sale 

of desequestrated assets; 

(ii) sums paid by the Egyptian Government in the way of 

compensation. 

(3) The cancellation of the Egyptianisation measures applied to British banks, 

insurance companies, and other business undertakings under Laws 20, 
22, 23 and 24 of 1956. As indicated in a Note delivered through the 
Swiss Government on April 24 Her Majesty’s Government cannot 
accept the validity of these measures. Furthermore Egyptianisation 
has been carried out in a manner which discriminates against British 
firms. Her Majesty’s Government accordingly look to the Egyptian 
Government to cancel the Egyptianisation measures already taken and 
to enter into discussions with the owners of the undertakings in question 
in regard to their future disposal. 

(4) The cancellation of the Egyptian Government’s prohibition in Military 

Proclamation 5 of all commercial and financial relations between 
Egyptian and British nationals. 
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(5) Satisfactory arrangements for settling private claims by British nationals 

arising otherwise than from sequestration, and for the transfer of 
compensation paid. These claims include claims for personal injury, 
loss of employment and pension rights, forced sales of movable 
property, vehicles, loss of goodwill and cancellation of mineral and 
oil rights. 

(6) The release to the beneficial owners of securities held on behalf of British 

subjects, schools and charitable organisations to the order of an 
Egyptian bank by a British or other bank outside Egypt (except in so 
far as this is already provided for by the cancellation of sequestration). 

(7) The resumption of the payment and transfer of Egyptian pensions to 

British pensioners, together with all arrears. 

(8) The assessment and payment of compensation to British officials dismissed 

in 1951 in respect of which an Exchange of Notes dated October 19, 
1954, provided for the establishment of a Commission. 


JE 1156/18 G (8) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 


(No. 331. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 26, 1957. 

Following personal for Rowan from Rickett. 

At a further meeting, which has been fixed for 11 o’clock tomorrow (Monday) 
morning, we understand that the Egyptian delegation have been instructed to make 
the following points: — 

(a) the Egyptian Government does not admit the validity of our claim to 
compensation in respect of the base, inasmuch as seizure of this took 
place as a direct result of the attack on Egypt; 

(h) the Egyptian Government are not prepared to enter into any discussions 
with the Suez Canal Company until the Company’s assets abroad have 
been handed over to the Egyptian Canal Authority; 

(c) any claim which it may ultimately be found that the shareholders of the 
Company have for compensation will, in the Egyptian Government’s 
view, be more than offset by their claim for damage to the Egyptian 
economy resulting from the closing of the Canal for four months. 

We understand that these instructions have been given despite all Kaissouni’s 
efforts to get Nasser to take a more reasonable line. 

2. In these circumstances it seems to us that if this is all the Egyptians have 
to say at our meeting tomorrow we should say that, not only are these three 
points unacceptable to us, but that we regret that they do not appear to provide 
any basis for further negotiation. We will report their statement to London, but 
we fully expect that as a result we shall be instructed to discontinue the talks 
and return home. We propose to take this line unless we hear from you to the 
contrary. 


JE 1156/18 (9) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke (Rome) 

(No. 684. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) May 26, 1957. 

Following personal from Rowan for Rickett. 

Prime Minister, Foreign Secretary and Chancellor have seen your telegram 
No. 331. 

2. While it is clear that (a), ib) and (c) offer no basis for negotiation, you 
should at tomorrow’s meeting, while making this clear, probe the other points 
which have arisen in your talks. 
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3. At end, you should, while repeating your view on (a), (6) and (c), say 
you will now report home. You should not say that you expect that you will be 
instructed to discontinue negotiations and to return home. 


JE 1156/27 


( 10 ) 


Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received May 28) 


(No. 333. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 27, 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

The third meeting took place this morning. The Leader of the Egyptian 
Delegation made a prepared statement of which he afterwards gave us a copy 
without commitment. (See my immediately following telegram.) At the conclusion 
of his statement. Dr. Aboul Ela emphasised once more that, in their view, the 
No. 1 Account should never have been blocked. As soon as it was unblocked 
machinery for the estimation of mutual claims could be set up immediately. The 
Egyptian Government would be prepared to give British non-Governmental claims 
reciprocal treatment “ on the same footing and in accordance with the same rules ” 
as Egypt’s similar claims. 

2. We expressed disappointment with the Egyptian reply and commented on 
it as follows: — 


(1) Blocking of the No. 1 Account 

We dealt with the legal arguments which they had put forward pointing 
out that the Payments Agreement of 1951, on which they were relying, was 
no longer in force (with the exception of two letters annexed to it). Nor was 
there anything in the nature of the transferable account area which gave any 
country the legal right to retain its membership regardless of circumstances. 
The Egyptians argued that it was implicit in all discussions on payments that 
they should be given no less favourable treatment than other countries in the 
use of their sterling. We said that our action in blocking their account must 
be considered against the background of their action in unjustifiably seizing 
the assets of the Suez Canal Company. After some discussion of their right to 
take this action, we repeated that we considered ourselves fully entitled to block 
their accounts and that we could not release them unless we had satisfactory 
assurance that our claims would be met. 


(2) The Suez Canal Base 

We certainly could not agree that our claim in respect of the Base should 
be excluded from all discussion. We had ourselves proposed that Governmental 
claims might be dealt with separately. We should need an assurance, however, 
that such claims would be effectively discussed and that if we agreed that this 
should be done later, that was not to be taken as an acceptance of the Egyptian 
argument that our claim was unjustified. The Egyptians said that they would 
agree that such Government claims should be discussed later on the 
understanding that each side reserved its position as to the validity of the claims 
put forward by the other. 

(3) British Private and Commercial Claims 

We said that we regarded the Egyptian counter-claims referred to in this 
paragraph as Governmental claims which should therefore be dealt with under 
the procedure referred to in paragraph (2) above. We could not agree that 
these claims might properly be offset against United Kingdom private and 
commercial claims which were of a different kind. A proper parallel in our 
view to the Egyptian action in sequestrating British property in Egypt would 
have been action taken by Her Majesty’s Government against the Egyptian 
community in the United Kingdom, no such action had been taken. The 
Egyptians disputed our position on this and argued that sequestration was the 
natural and necessary reaction to our attack on Egypt. 

(4) Discussions with the Suez Canal Company 

We said that we had already made it clear that discussions should take 
place between the Egyptian Government on the one hand and the Company 
on the other. The Company must act as a principal in these discussions and 
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not merely as a representative of the shareholders. Hassan Zaki suggested 
that the discussions might take place without prejudice to the question whether 
the Company representatives spoke for the Company as such or for the share¬ 
holders: Aboul Ela said that direct discussions might be held between the 
Company and the Egyptian Government which would be concerned with “ the 
Company’s liquidation ”. We fully reserved our position on the second 
sentence of this paragraph which stated that compensation would only be paid 
on condition that all the Company’s assets were handed over to the Suez Canal 
Authority. On this basis it was clear that the discussions would not get very 
far. The Egyptians suggested that discussions might be begun and that if this 
question proved a stumbling block it might be referred to arbitration. 

(5) Immediate Action 

We said that this paragraph seemed to us to be unbalanced in the 
immediate action required from the two parties. Her Majesty’s Government 
were asked immediately to unblock the whole of the No. 1 Account. This 
would have the effect of making the No. 1 (Special) Account unnecessary and 
would thus allow the full resumption of normal trade with Egypt by the United 
Kingdom. On their side, however, the Egyptian Government were proposing 
only to remove restrictions on trade and to allow the remittance of pensions 
and other approved claims. This phrase did not make it clear what action 
would be taken on our claims. We went through the eight points in our 
memorandum (my telegram No. 29 Saving of May 25) and asked what the 
position would be on each of these. Their replies showed that with the excep¬ 
tion of paragraph 3 on Egyptianisation (on which they said that there could 
be no putting the clock back but that compensation would be paid) they would 
be prepared to deal with all these points but only if the No. I Account had first 
been released in full and on the basis that Egyptian counter-claims would be 
offset against our private and commercial claims. We pointed out that the 
resumption of trade (through the widening of the use which might be made of 
the No. 1 (Special) Account would in itself be a considerable step for us and 
asked what they would be prepared to do in return. They said that the sterling 
earned through the No. 1 (Special) Account could be used only for the most 
essential purchases from the United Kingdom. The rest would be required for 
similar purchases from other countries. The position would be different if the 
the No. 1 (Special) Account) would in itself be a considerable step for us and 
by a partial release. We replied that while we were quite prepared to deal with 
the matter by stages there must be a proper equivalence in the steps taken by 
each side. On their side the least that we would require (apart from satisfactory 
progress in discussion with the Suez Canal Company) would be the immediate 
de-sequestration of British property together with the right of the owners to 
return to Egypt and deal with it, together with the proper provision for the 
assessment and the payment of compensation. In return we should be prepared 
to consider the resumption of current trade. As long as the Egyptian 
Government insisted that the No. 1 Account must first be released in full and 
as long as they maintained that their counter-claims would more than offset 
any claims of our residents for compensation, we saw no hope of progress. 
We would however report their statement to our Government and let them 
have a considered reply. 


JE 1156/30 (ID 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received May 27) 

(No. 334. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 27, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text of Egyptian Memoradum. 

The Egyptian Delegation, after having taken proper notice of the opinions 
expressed by the British Delegation, has the following observations and suggestions 
to make: 

1. The unilateral action of the British Government in blocking Egyptian 
transferable accounts and segregating them from other transferable accounts by 
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redesignating them “ Egyptian ” is in vioaltion of the Payments Agreement of 1951 
of which Article 3 contains an express promise of the Government of the United 
Kingdom that it shall not restrict the transfer of sterling to residents of Egypt, 
residents of the scheduled territories, or for making payment in respect of direct 
current transactions to residents of other countries agreed between the Bank of 
England and the National Bank of Egypt. This pledge was broken unilaterally by 
the United Kindom Government on July 27, 1956, and it is our opinion that the 
United Kingdom Government should unconditionally re-establish the status quo 
of the payments mechanism. 

2. The compensation re the Suez Canal base should be excluded from 
discussions since we are of the opinion that Egypt had the right to seize British 
military equipment after being attacked. 

3. The question of indemnities to British nationals for losses due to the 
sequestration or other causes connected with the British military action in Egypt, 
should be linked with the reparation claims arising out of the: — 

A. Compensation for loss of life and wounded through British action; 

B. Lossess to property, personal or public; 

C. Losses to the Egyptian economy from the blockade of the country and the 

closing of the Suez Canal; 

D. Losses to the Suez Canal Authority. 

The Egyptian Government is prepared to set up a suitable machinery for the 
estimation of mutual claims. 

4. As regards the compensation to be paid to the shareholders of the Suez 
Canal Company, we deem it necessary to stress that the Government stands by the 
Article 8 of its declaration lodged with the United Nations and is prepared to enter 
into negotiations with the parties concerned. It will be remembered that the law 
nationalising the Canal provides for the compensation to be paid to the shareholders 
on the condition that all the Company’s assets be handed over to the Suez Canal 
Authority. 

5. If Her Majesty’s Government is prepared to take immediate action on the 
question raised under (1) above, and simultaneously permits the residents of the 
United Kingdom to resume normal trade relations with Egypt, the Egyptian 
Government is willing to reciprocate, in resuming the trade remittances of pensions 
and other approved claims. 


JE 1156/28 (12) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received May 28) 

(No. 336. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 27,1957. 

My telegram No. 333. 

Following from Delegation. 

From this morning’s discussion it seems clear that there can be no hope of 
agreement unless the Egyptians alter their position. Their attitude on the Base, 
although unsatisfactory, need not be a major obstacle so long as what we have in 
mind is an ultimate waiver of governmental claims on both sides. More difficult, 
perhaps is their insistence that no compensation will be paid to the Suez Canal 
Company until the assets which it holds abroad have first been surrendered to the 
Egyptian Canal Authority. Since, however, they appear to be willing to refer this 
point if necessary to arbitration this too may not be an insuperable difficulty. 

2. The most serious obstacles are; — 

(i) Their insistence that the whole of the No. 1 Account must be released 
before anything can be done on the de-sequestration of British assets, 
and 
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(ii) Their contention that Egyptian claims in respect of war damage, damage 
to their economy, &c., must be offset against British claims for 
compensation in respect of private and commercial property. 

3. It did not appear from this morning’s discussion that they would be 
prepared to do much in return for the resumption of current trade alone. It appears 
that Nasser believes that if he takes a firm line with us we shall be prepared to give 
way on the No. 1 Account. In any event, they feel that they could not justify the 
desequestration of British property in Egypt so long as their sterling balances 
remain blocked. 

4. In view of the fact that many of the owners of property in Egypt want not 
the handing back of their property but an opportunity to liquidate it and remit the 
proceeds, it does not seem that desequestration by itself would be worth any 
substantial concession on our part. A satisfactory deal will only be possible if the 
Egyptians accept the principle that the counter claims which they put forward are 
governmental and should not therefore be offset against private claims. 

5. In present circumstances the best tactics seem to us to be to press the 
Egyptians to state what they would be prepared to do in return for the resumption 
of current trade and to tell them that if they do not move from their present position 
no agreement will be possible. 


JE 1156/31 (13) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke (Rome) 

(No. 702. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) May 29, 1957. 

Following for Delegation. 

Ministers have considered your helpful reports. While they entirely agree that 
you should continue to take a firm line, they would like to see the negotiations kept 
in being, with continuous exchanges on particular problems as they arise. Thus if 
it becomes clear at some stage that the senior members of both delegations should 
return for consultation with their Governments, they would like it to be arranged 
for at least one on either side to stay for discussion of details, e.g., on the pre-zero 
contracts or other particular points. In this way the maximum pressure will be 
kept on Nasser and we shall not give the Americans ground for relaxing their own 
pressures. 

2. On this basis. Ministers agreed that you should continue to press the 
Egyptians to say what they would do in return for the resumption of current trade. 

3. To this end you should: — 

(a) stress the value to Egypt of trade resumption. They appear to be thinking 
in terms of what they can buy; in fact the question is whether we let 
our traders resume buying from them, thus putting further sterling at 
their disposal; 

(h) point out that desequestration has considerable advantages for them. They 
cannot surely be expecting to hold the property indefinitely, with the 
enormous claims for compensation that would arise. In fact the 
prompter the desequestration the less the net liabilities of Egypt to be 
met from the sterling balances are likely to be. In dealing with claims for 
damage to sequestrated property, you should maintain the line that it 
is useless to go on arguing about this in vacuo; the only sensible course 
is to let the rightful owners resume possession, with, of course, the full 
right to claim compensation for damage suffered, and thus test the 
Egyptian assertion that damage is unlikely to have been done; 

(c) continue to press for early negotiations with the Suez Canal Company. 
On this see my immediately following telegram; 

id) insist that the inter-governmental claims which are to be discussed 
separately include on our side the Base and other equipment, together 
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with the damage to our economy and on their side the claims in 
paragraph 3 of their memorandum (your telegram 334), the validity of 
which we do not, of course, admit. 

4. While we should of course prefer desequestration to be accompanied by 
the proper provisions for assessment and the payment of compensation before 
agreeing to resumption of current trade, you will no doubt have in mind that 
desequestration by itself would be of considerable value to the thousands of British 
subjects still in Egypt as well as to others who may be willing to return. Ministers 
might not therefore consider it essential in all circumstances to insist on the further 
conditions just mentioned, and you should therefore let us know if you consider 
it desirable to waive them. 


JE 1156/32 


(14) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 


(No. 347) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) May 30, 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

Matter went as foreshadowed in Rickett’s telephone conversation with Rowan 
this morning. Following communique will be issued here at 5 p.m. B.S.T.: — 

“The two delegations, having carried discussions as far as practicable, 
propose now to return and report to their Governments with a view to 
resuming contacts later. In the meantime certain members of the Delegation 
are remaining behind temporarily to clear up some subsidiary points still 
outstanding.” 


JE 1156/33 _ i. (15) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 348, Confidential) Rome. 

(Telegraphic) May 30. 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

The fourth and final meeting took place this morning. From informal 
discussions which we had had yesterday it had seemed that there might be some 
chance of agreement on the basis that in return for the resumption of current trade, 
the Egyptians would desequestrate British assets, allow the owners to return to 
Egypt and set up suitable machinery for the assessment of claims. They would 
also consider carrying out the remaining points in our memorandum. There would 
then be a standstill period of, say, three months, during which no payments for 
compensation would actually be made and Egyptian balances would remain 
blocked. At the end of that time the question of a release could be reviewed 
in the light of the progress made in assessing compensation, including compensation 
for the Suez Canal Company. At one stage it looked as if the Egyptians might 
be willing to discuss an arrangement of this kind if it included at least a token 
release from their No. 1 Account. This morning, however. Dr. Aboul Ela informed 
Rickett that his Government could not agree to desequestration of British assets 
except in return for a full release of the No. 1 Account. Aboul Ela therefore 
proposed that we should hold our final meeting this morning. 

2. When this took place Dr, Aboul Ela repeated once more the Egyptian 
arguments in favour of the immediate unblocking of the No. 1 account. In reply 
we went over the reasons for which we considered this to be impracticable. An 
arrangement on the other hand, such as that discussed yesterday seemed to us to 
provide a possible basis for agreement, 

3. Dr. Aboul Ela replied that our conversations yesterday had been 
exploratory and without commitment. He then pressed strongly that we should 
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name a figure for the value of all sequestrated assets so that it might be 
demonstrated that the No. 2 Account would amply cover all possible claims. We 
said that such a figure would be no more than a guess, and would merely give the 
gross value of our assets. The best way to arrive at a firm figure of probable 
claims on the balances would be to hand back what could be handed back in kind 
and set up machinery to calculate the claims to be met in cash. 

4. We then took up the question of the Suez Canal Company, and asked 
whether the Egyptian Government were prepared to open discussions either in 
Rome or elsewhere. Dr. Aboul Ela was evasive on this point, and suggested that 
the Company should approach his Government through the Swiss Legation in 
Cairo. We took note of this, and made it clear that neither Her Majesty’s 
Government nor the Company had accepted the suggestion that the position of 
the Company’s assets abroad might be a matter for arbitration. 

5. Dr. Aboul Ela then suggested that we might be ready to resume current 
trade if in return British nationals were allowed to return to Egypt in inspect their 
property in advance of desequestration. This would show how exaggerated our 
ideas of the probable claims for damage were, and would enable us to agree to a 
speedy release of the No. 1 Account. 

6. We replied that current trade could not be resumed while sequestration 
continued. We should certainly welcome an agreement that British nationals 
should have the right to return and inspect their property, provided that there 
were no implied commitment about sterling releases. Dr. Aboul Ela said that 
he would refer this point to his Government. It might be possible as an alternative 
to arrange for special officers to be attached to the Swiss Legation in Cairo for 
the purpose of surveying British property. 

7. We then mentioned pre-zero contracts, and said that Hamilton and 
Mackenzie would like to discuss this with Hassan Zaki some time tomorrow. He 
agreed to do so in the morning since he was returning to Cairo in the afternoon. 
We asked whether, as part of this discussion, he would consider pre-zero capital 
transfers (Brenchley’s letter to Garvey of May 27). He undertook to do this. 

8. He also agreed that on his return to Cairo he would look into the 
possibility of releasing United Kingdom-owned securities at present held by 
London banks to tRe order of banks in Egypt. 

9. Finally we discussed the communique and agreed that the text contained 
in my telegram No. 347 should be issued at 3 p.m. this afternoon. 


(16) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty's Representatives 

(No. 102 Intel. Confidential) June I. 1957. 

My telegrams Nos. 92 and 93 Intel. 

After four meetings in Rome the main Anglo-Egyptian financial talks came 
to a temporary halt on May 30. Certain members of the delegations are remaining 
in Rome to clear up subsidiary points but the principal members of the delegations 
are returning to report to their Governments, with a view to resuming the talks later. 

2. The pattern of the talks was in general as forecast in my Intel No. 92. 
The Egyptians stated that the resumption of current trade would not be possible 
unless the No. 1 Account, or at least a substantial part of it, could be released. 
The United Kingdom Delegation stated that they could not consider the widening 
of the purposes for which the No. 1 (Special) Account could be used, still less the 
question of a release from the No. 1 Account itself, until satisfactory progress had 
been made over the whole range of our financial claims, which fell broadly into 
three categories: — 

(a) governmental claims which might to some extent be treated separately 
including our claim in respect of the Suez Base; 
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ib) the claim of the Suez Canal Company; 

(c) the remaining private and commercial claims arising out of the sequestration 
of British assets and in some cases their Egyptianisation. 

3. On (a) the Egyptians argued that the question of compensation for the 
Base should be excluded from the discussions since in their opinion Egypt had the 
right to seize British military equipment after being attacked. The United Kingdom 
Delegation did not accept this, and the Egyptians said they would agree that 
governmental claims should be discussed later, on the understanding that each 
side reserved its position as to the validity of the claims put forward by the other. 

4. On ib) the Egyptians argued that they could not enter into discussions 
with the Suez Canal Company as such; they indicated that they were prepared to 
enter into discussions with the Company’s shareholders, but not until the Company’s 
assets abroad had been handed over to the Egyptian Canal Authority. They later 
hinted that direct negotiations might be held between the Company and the 
Egyptian Government about “ the Company’s liquidation ”. This may provide a 
suitable formula for discussions, and is being further explored. 

5. On (c) the Egyptians maintained that they could not undertake to 
compensate the owners for damage in, or deterioration of, assets returned to them. 
Later the Egyptians e.xpressed the view that if any claims for compensation arose 
in respect of gross negligence on the part of the sequestrators they could be dealt 
with by the Egyptian courts. The United Kingdom Delegation strongly urged 
the early desequestration of all British property. They pointed out that immediate 
desequestration would serve to reduce tlie amount of possible future claims. The 
Delegation also argued that the definition “ gross negligence ” was too narrow, and 
some kind of claims machinery would certainly be required. On Egyptianisation 
the Egyptians said that it would not be possible to reverse the measures taken, 
but the Egyptian Government would be prepared to pay compensation. The 
United Kingdom Delegation argued that this was not sufficient, that the 
Egyptianisation measures should be cancelled and the Egyptian Government should 
enter into discussion with the owners of the undertakings involved. 

6. The Egyptians insisted that before anything could be done about the 
desequestration of British assets the No. 1 Account must be released. This proved 
to be the breaking-point in the present round of negotiations. “An almost equally 
serious stumbling block was the Egyptian contention that Egyptian claims in 
respect of war damage, damage to their economy, &c., must be off-set against our 
claims for compensation in respect of our private and commercial property. The 
United Kingdom Delegation made it clear that in our opinion the Egyptian claims, 
which we did not in any case admit, should form part of a discussion of 
governmental claims and should not be linked with the question of our claims in 
respect of private and commercial assets. We held that a proper parallel to 
Egyptian action in sequestrating British property would have been action taken 
by Her Majesty's Government against the Egyptian community in the United 
Kingdom; no such action had been taken. 

7. Agreement was reached on some minor matters. On the one hand the 
Egyptians presented a schedule for releases from the No. 1 Account under pre-zero 
credits and contracts to which we had promised to give favourable consideration 
during the inter-Bank talks in Basle. We told the Egyptians that in principle, subject 
to certain assurances, we would agree to start authorising payments in respect 
of the non-military items listed in their schedule. On their part the Egyptians 
indicated willingness to consider the question of pre-zero capital transfers from 
Egypt. They also said they would look into the possibility of releasing United 
Kingdom-owned securities at present held by London banks to the order of Banks 
in Egypt. 

8. You should at your discretion correct any impression that these discussions 
in Rome have terminated. They may be resumed at full scale at any time and 
probably represent only the first round in a series of talks on the various thorny 
issues involved. An Egyptian Finance Ministry spokesman reportedly denied 
that the talks had broken down, and said there had been a “ rapprochement in the 
respective viewpoints regarding the compensation demanded by both sides ”. 


.SECRE1 


SECRET 


151 


JE 1156/23 (17) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 2508. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) June 5, 1957. 

My immediately following telegram contains the text of an Agreed Minute 
initialled in Rome on May 31. 

2, The amounts involved under the three categories in paragraph 1 of the 
Agreed Minute are as follows: — 

(a) £2,260,000 less £628,814 in respect of Egyptian Embassy expenditure and 

less an unknown amount relating to deliveries of war material due 
to be made after July 28, 1956 (see paragraph 2 (ii) of the Agreed 
Minute). Of the £2,260,0{)0, £532,651 relates to sterling credits where 
the beneficiary is a non-resident of the United Kingdom; 

(b) the Egyptians say that this amounts to £382,000 but have yet to send us 

details; 

(c) this comes to £897,000 for governmental and £3,282,000 for private 

contracts (Rome telegram No. 345). The Egyptians reckon the latter 
would probably be reduced to about £2-5 million for the reasons given 
in that telegram. 

3. Please inform the Americans of the above. In so doing, you should 
emphasise that the Agreed Minute goes no further than the Basle Memorandum 
and that our position in relation to the negotiations as a whole, and to pre-zeros 
in particular, remains as set out in my telegram No. 2153. 


JE 1156/51 (18) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 2509. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) June 5, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. Following is text of agreed minutes. 

Payments in respect of Pre-Zero Contracts and Credits 

Arising out of paragraph (c) of the Basle agreed minute of May 7 between 
representatives of the Bank of England and National Bank of Egypt, the British 
Delegation agreed on behalf of their Government to allow payments from the 
Egyptian No. 1 Account to be made in respect of sums falling due under the 
following categories, included in the schedules provided by the Egyptian Delegation, 
with the exceptions given in paragraph 2: — 

(a) Credits opened with United Kingdom banks by Egyptian banks up to and 

including July 27 and still outstanding. 

(b) Debts owing to United Kingdom residents for which payment was made 

into non-resident accounts in Egypt in respect of contracts in force on 
July 27, 1956. 

(c) Egyptian Government and private contracts in force on July 27, 1956, not 

covered by (a). 

2. The foregoing provisions shall not apply to: — 

(i) Credits opened in favour of the Egyptian Embassy in London or of 
individual members of the staff of the Egyptian Embassy. 
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(ii) Credits or contracts relating to purchases of war material, except those 
relating to deliveries made before July 28, 1956. 

3. The Egyptian Delegation agreed to give priority to and authorise payments 
for goods and services already provided and also to authorise payments due in 
respect of any pre-zero contracts in favour of sterling area residents which are 
subsequently found not to have been included in the schedules provided by the 
Egyptian Delegation. 

4. The Egyptian Delegation will give the United Kingdom Delegation as 
soon as possible a list of the sums to be transferred under paragraph 1 ib) 
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JE 1691/167 No. 23 

TRIAL OF BRITISH SUBJECTS ON CHARGES OF ESPIONAGE 

( 1 ) 

Sir Lionel Lamb to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 277. Confidential) Berne, 

(Telegraphic) June 22, 1957. 

Swiss Envoy in Cairo reports that Swinburn has been sentenced to five years’ 
imprisonment and Zarb to 10 years. Stanley and Pittuck have been acquitted. 
The Swiss Embassy have been asked to telegraph the Swiss Missions in Rome and 

Athens for communication to Her Majesty’s Embassies if repatriation plans 
involve landing at either place. 

2. Gregorovic has been acquitted and has requested asylum in the United 
Kingdom. Federal Political Department has asked for authority— 

(«) to grant emergency travel certificate; and 

(b) to advance travel costs against promise of repayments. 

This has been granted and he may be travelling with Stanley and Pittuck. 

3. Swinburn and Zarb are being transferred to prison at Tourah, where the 
Swiss will only be allowed to visit them after 45 days. 


JE 1691/189 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Lionel Lamb (Berne) 

(No. 206. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) July 4, 1957. 

My immediately following telegram contains the text of a protest which you 
should request the Swiss to deliver to the Egyptian authorities with the least possible 
delay once they are satisfied that the verdicts are no longer subject to appeal. 

2. Please ask them to report action taken by immediate en clair telegram. 


JE 1691/189 (3) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Lionel Lamb (Berne) 

(No. 207. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) July 4, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text. • 

Her Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom are informed that by 
verdicts given in a Cairo court on June 22, five British subjects were acquitted of 
charges of espionage, but that three other British subjects, Nlr. Zarb, Mr. Swinburn 
and Mr. Reynolds, faced with similar charges, were sentenced to terms of penal 
servitude, two for ten years and one for five years. 

Her Majesty’s Government have refrained from commenting on the merits of 
these cases while they were sub judice, in the confident expectation that all eight 
British subjects accused would be acquitted. Since in three cases this expectation 
has been disappointed. Her Majesty’s Government must make it clear that they 
cannot accept the verdicts in these three cases and they accordingly call upon the 
Egyptian Government to release Mr. Zarb, and Mr. Swinburn and to hand them 
over to the Swiss authorities for return to the United Kingdom. 

Note. —^Transmitted by the Swiss Embassy in Cairo on August 8. 
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JE 1213/1 No. 24 

DELIVERY OF THREE SOVIET SUBMARINES TO EGYPT 

Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received June 22) 

(No. 1321. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) June 21, 1957. 

The State Department informed a member of my staff to-day that the United 
States still regards the General Assembly resolution of November 2 as valid, that 
they are following the situation with close attention and are considering what 
further action, if any, should be taken. 

2. They have received no Press enquiries to-day on the subject, but have 
issued guidance for their Press Officer as follows: — 

The State Department have now received confirmation that three Soviet 
submarines have entered Egyptian territorial waters at Alexandria. They 
understand from Egyptian sources that these submarines are to be turned over 
to Egypt as part of the Egyptian-Soviet bloc arms deal. If, in fact, these 
submarines are turned over to Egypt this action would appear to be inconsistent 
with United Nations General Assembly resolution of November 2, 1956, which 
calls upon members of the United Nations to refrain from introducing military 
goods into the area of recent hostility. They also consider this action to be 
a further indication of Soviet activities designed to increase tension and 
jeopardise peace in the area. 
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No. 25 

EGYPTIAN NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 


Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty's Representatives 

(No. 121 Intel. Restricted) July 10, 1957. 

The first stage of general elections for the new Egyptian National Assembly 
took place on July 3. 2,469 candidates originally came forward to contest the 
350 seats. Candidates had first to pass the scrutiny of the Executive Committee 
of the National Union which had as its members Abdul Latif Baghdadi, Minister 
of Rural and Municipal Affairs, Zakaria Mohieddin, Minister of the Interior, and 
Abdul Hakim Amer, Minister of War and Commander-in-Chief. This Committee, 
which referred its approved list to Colonel Nasser, for his final scrutiny, reduced 
the number of candidates to 1,318 and, with last-minute withdrawals, the total 
number of those who eventually contested the elections was 1,160, including five 
women. 

2. The result of this elimination process was that 72 candidates are reported 
to have been returned “ unopposed ”, including all 16 Cabinet Ministers who had 
put themselves forward for election; Hassan Zaki, the Egyptian Exchange 
Controller, all of whose 22 opponents were conveniently scratched by the National 
Union; and Magdi Hassanein, Director of the Liberation Province and a favourite 
of Nasser’s, who also had a smooth passage arranged for him. In 19 of Cairo’s 
38 constituencies candidates were elected unopposed. In 169 constituencies no 
candidate obtained the required absolute majority. In these constituencies there 
will be a fresh poll between the two leading candidates on July 14. In five 
constituencies all candidates proved unacceptable to the National Union and the 
seats will be filled by a supplementary election later this month. 

3. The candidates approved by the Executive Committee of the National 
Union included 222 lawyers, 151 farmers, 119 civil servants, 59 army officers, 39 
police officers and 28 workers. Only 29 had previous parliamentary experience. 

4. Though the elections were carefully controlled, they did not pass entirely 
without disturbance. A communique issued by the Egyptian Minister of the 
Interior on July 3 reported a clash in Upper Egypt as a result of which 16 people 
were killed and others injured. 80 arrests were made. Six people were injured 
and 22 arrested during a demonstration at Benha. There was also a disturbance 
in the Mansoura district. These clashes were probably due to long-standing local 
feuds and rivalries. Over five million Egyptians went to the polls and a responsible 
source at the Egyptian Ministry of the Interior said that according to preliminary 
estimates no more than 15 per cent, of the total number of voters failed to vote. 
Under law 73 of 1956 regulating the exercise of political rights, Egyptian men 
who failed to vote would be liable to a fine. For women voting was optional. 

5. Egypt’s new hand-picked National Assembly will no doubt prove to be 
relatively powerless. Under the 1956 Constitution the main powers of the State 
in conceiving and carrying out policy rest firmly with the President. The theoretical 
powers of the National Assembly are, however, not inconsiderable if its members 
should care to exert them. It is the source of law and has power, concurrently 
with the Executive, to initiate legislation. It can interpellate Ministers and, by 
passing a vote of no confidence, cornpel their resignation. By a two-third’s 
.majority it can override the Presidential veto and impeach Ministers and the 
President himself. Its powers to amend the budget are restricted, but its approval 
is required for taxation and it can, in theory, produce a financial stalemate by 
withholding its approval from objectionable budget proposals which it cannot 
amend. Colonel Nasser has indicated both privately and publicly that, although 
controlling the membership of the Assembly, he expects it to exercise its powers 
with some freedom. In an interview on July 7 he described it as an “ experiment ” 
and forecast that there would be “ agreements and differences ”. He hinted, 
however, that there would be no political parties for the time being. However 
subservient the Assembly may be at the outset, there is a possibility that it will 
prove to be something of a check on the Executive and may contain a much larger 
Opposition element than Nasser expects. In the unlikely event of the Assembly 
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proving excessively troublesome, Nasser, with the power of dissolution in his 
hands, will doubtless be able to have his own way. 

6. The following factors may have contributed to Nasser’s decision to hold 
the elections at the present time: — 

(a) the feeling of constitutional illegitimacy which has afflicted Egypt’s rulers 
since the earliest days of the revolution. The present Assembly 
represents a compromise between their desire to achieve democratic 
respectability and unwillingness to loosen their grip on affairs; 

ib) reluctance to have to supply convincing reasons for further postponing 
the elections provided for in the Constitution promulgated on 
January 16, 1956 (the third anniversary of the announcement by the 
Government of a three-year “ transitional period ”); 

(c) hope of diverting public attention into relatively innocuous channels. 

7. All the above may be used freely. 
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JE 1463/128 No. 26 

BRITISH PROPERTY IN EGYPT 

( 1 ) 

Le Departement Politique Federal a I’honneur de faire tenir, ci-joint, a 
I’Ambassade de Sa Majeste Britannique le texte public dans le “ Journal du 
commerce et de la marine ” en date du 31 mai 1957 de I’arrete egyptien No 387 de 
1957, et de son annexe, octroyant au Sequestre general des biens des ressortissants 
britanniques, frangais et australiens le pouvoir de vendre et de liquider des 
institutions et autres biens assujettis a la sequestration. 

Le Departement saisit cette occasion pour renouveler a I’Ambassade de Sa 
Majeste I’assurance de sa haute consideration. 

Berne, le 12 juin 1957. 

3 annexes 

A VAmbassade de Sa Majeste Britannique, 

Berne. 
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Enclosure 

LEGISLATION D’EXCEPTION 


Sequestre 

ARRETE No 387 de 1957 

Octroyant au sequestre general des biens des ressortissants britanniques, frangais et 

australiens le pouvoir de vendre et de liquider les institutions et autres 

assujetties a la sequestration 

(Journal Officiel No 41 bis du 23 Mai 1957) 

Le Ministre des Finances et de I’Economie, 

Vu la Proclamation No 5 de 1956 relative au commerce avec les ressortissants 
britanniques et frangais et aux mesures se rapportant a leurs biens; 

Vu la Proclamation No 5 B de 1956 relative au commerce avec les 
ressortissants australiens et aux mesures se rapportant a leurs biens; 

Arrete 
Article 1” 

II est octroye au sequestre general des biens des ressortissants britanniques, 
frangais et australiens le pouvoir de vendre et de liquider les institutions et autres 
biens appartenant aux assujettis aux dispositions des Proclamations No 5 et 5B de 
1956 et qui sont indiquees dans I’etat ci-annexe. II pourra confier revaluation 
de leur actif et obligations a une commission ayant la competence d’un amiable 
compositeur et qui sera composee de la maniere suivante: 

Le President ou le vice-president de la Cour d’Appel du Caire: President. 

Deux conseillers de la Cour d’Appel du Caire—Un delegue de sequestre 
general—un delegue du milieu acheteur: Membres. 

L’Assemblee Generale de la Cour d’Appel du Caire designera le president de 
la commission et les conseillers, comme elle choisira un president et deux conseillers 
de reserve. 

La presente commission pourra s’adjoindre les experts et autres qu’elle jugera 
necessaires a I’exercice de ses travaux. Ces decisions dans I’estimation de la valeur 
seront definitives et sans appel. 


Article 2 

Le present arrete entrera en vigueur des sa promulgation. 

Fait le 29 Ramadan 1376 (29 Avril 1957). 

ABDEL MONEIM EL KEISSOUNI. 
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fiXAT 

Annexe a I’arrete No 387 de 1957 

1. Les parts des ressortissants britanniques, australiens et fran^ais dans le 
capital de la National Bank of Egypt. 

2. Les parts des ressortissants britanniques, australiens et fran 9 ais dans le 
capital de la “ Societe Misr d’Assurances 

3. Eastern Telegraph Co. 

4. Marconi Radio Telegraph Co. of Egypt. 

5. Les Ecoles Anglaises: 

(a) Victoria College, a Meadi. 

(b) English School a Heliopolis (les deux sections). 

(c) College Episcopal (les deux sections). 

(d) Manor House School a Zamalek et Heliopolis. 

(e) Ecole de Guezireh a Zamalek. 

(/) Meadi School. 

(g) Victoria College a Alexandrie. 

(h) British Boys’ School a Chatby. 

(/) English Girls’ School a Chatby. 

(ft British School a Suez. 

6. Ecoles Fran 9 aises: 

(a) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Bab El Louk. 

(b) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Zamalek. 

(c) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Meadi. 

(d) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Heliopolis. 

(e) College Fran 9 ais pour Jeunes Filles a Zaher. 

(/) Lyc^e Fran 9 ais a Alexandrie. 

(g) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Mansoura. 

(b) Lycee Fran 9 ais a Port-Said. 

7. Nile Textile Co. S.A.E. a Alexandrie. 

8. Comptoir Commercial Economique S.A.E. h Alexandrie. 

9. Alexandria Fine Spinners S.A.E. a Alexandrie. 

10. Eastern Co. S.A.E. 

11. Helwan Portland Cement Co. 

12. Sinai Mining Co. 

13. Societe Egyptienne de Phosphates. 

14. Les parts des ressortissants britanniques, australiens et fran 9 ais dans la 
Beida Dyers. 

15. Societe Egyptienne de Teinture et d’Apprets S.A.E. 

16. Smelting Co. (of Egypt) S.A.E. ci-devant Sheffiels Smelting Co. 

17. Societe des Mines Unies S.A.E. 

18. Imperial Chemical Industries. 

19. Setton Brothers Co. 

20. Societe des Industries Egyptiennes pour les Produits Chimques et 
Pharmaceutiques (?). 

21. Green’s Commercial Agencies. 

22. William A. Lancaster. 

23. Sender (C) and Co. Ltd. (pharmaceutique). 

24. Societe Anonyme des Drogueries d’Egypte S.A.E. (ci-devant Delmar). 
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JE 1463/140 (2) 

Sir Lionel Lamb to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received July 23) 

(No. 334) Berne, 

(Telegraphic) July 23, 1957. 

The Egyptian Ministry of Finance decree No. 386 of April 29, which was 
published in the Official Gazette dated June 27, but not issued until July 16, 
empowers the Sequestrator-General of British, Australian and French assets to sell 
and liquidate certain establishments and other assets belonging to persons affected 
by military proclamations No. 5 and 5 (a). 

2. The Annex to the decree lists 20 concerns affected, of which the principal 
ones are; — 

(a) The British Council in Cairo and the library of the British Institute at 

Alexandria. 

(b) Shares belonging to British, French and Australian nationals in the 

Societe Egyptienne pour la Production des Textiles, in the Egyptian 
Copper Works Company, the Tractor and Engineering Company and 
the Polletex Company. 

(c) Shares belonging to British and French subjects in the Societe des Salines 

de Port Said and the Bassili Timber Company. 

(d) The assets of the Egyptian Oxygen and Acetylene Company and of Liptons 

and Brooke Bond. 

(c) Shares held by the Societe Egyptienne des Petroles (S.E.P.) in the Societe 
Egyptienne pour le Commerce et le Raffinage du Petrole. 

(f) Three French cultural organisations including the French club at Port Said. 

(g) Shares held by French subjects in the Societe Electro-Cable Egypte. 

(h) La Societe de I’Air Liquide, la Societe Egyptienne de Gaze liquifie and la 

Societe Setra de Transports. 

3. Text in Arabic and French follows. 
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JE 1421/581 No. 27 

EGYPTIAN DECLARATION ACCEPTING COMPULSORY JURISDICTION 
OF THE INTERNATIONAL COURT IN LEGAL DISPUTES THAT 
MAY ARISE UNDER PARAGRAPH 9(b) OF THE EGYPTIAN 
GOVERNMENT’S DECLARATION DATED APRIL 24, 1957, ON THE 
SUEZ CANAL 

( 1 ) 


Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received July 23) 

(No. 1267) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 22, 1957. 

My telegram No. 1209. 

My immediately following telegram contains text of Egyptian declaration dated 
July 18 accepting compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court which the 
Secretary-General gave me this afternoon. Report follows. 


JE 1421/58 (2) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received July 23) 

(No. 1268) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 22, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text. 

I Mahmoud Fawzi, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Egypt, 
declare on behalf of the Government of the Republic of Egypt, that, in accordance 
with Article 36 (2) of the statute of the International Court of Justice and in 
pursuance and for the purposes of paragraph 9 {b) of the declaration of the 
Government of the Republic of Egypt dat^, April 24, 1957, on, “ the Suez Canal 
and the arrangements for its operation ”, the Government of the Republic of Egypt 
accept as compulsory ipso facto on condition of reciprocity and without special 
agreement, the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice in all legal disputes 
that may arise under the said paragraph 9 (/») of the above declaration dated 
April 24, 1957, with effect as from that date. 
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No. 28 

POLITICAL SITUATION IN EGYPT 


Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 142 Intel. Confidential) August 23, 1957. 

The Egyptian political situation remains substantially as described in Intel 
No. 52 of March 28. Nasser still seems to be firmly in control although the recent 
abortive plot indicates that the former stability of the regime may have been shaken 
to some degree. The announcement of July 19 suggests that the plot was the work 
of a group of discontented army officers who had been dismissed from the service 
for reasons connected with their military conduct: these, as their plans approached 
fruition, made contact with prominent Wafdist politicians, one of whom, 
Mohammed Salah el-Din, a former Foreign Minister, was to head the new 
Government, and another, Abdul Fattah Hassan, to be Minister of the Interior. 
The conspiracy began well before the events of November 1956, and the Government 
apparently did not hear about it until April 1957. This is in some ways the most 
striking aspect of the whole affair. The combination of disgruntled army officers, 
with politicians belonging to the most powerful of the dissolved parties, was a 
potentially dangerous one. Various conflicting reports have been given of the 
policies which the conspirators would have followed had they been successful. 
It is doubtless true that elements among them hoped to achieve an improvement in 
Western-Egyptian relations and intended to cancel trade agreements with the 
Soviet bloc. 

2. The fact that no details of the plot were published at the time of its 
discovery has been plausibly attributed to a desire of the authorities to avoid 
introducing any discordant element into the preparations for the National Assembly 
elections in July (Intel No. 121). The elections provided a subject of domestic 
concern which for a time overshadowed foreign policy matters. Nasser’s speeches 
on July 22 and 26 suggested that he might in fact be turning away to some extent 
from foreign adventures and concentrating more on domestic matters. In his 
speech of July 26, although he made several provocative references to events in 
Palestine in 1948 and thereby set several Arab States by the ears, his peroration 
was devoted to Egypt’s internal problems of over-population and unemployment. 
There are signs that major changes and reforms are planned for the Egyptian 
administrative machine. Press reports indicate that 17 Deputy Ministers and 19 
Parliamentary Under-Secretaries are to be appointed to deal with the bulk of the 
administrative and parliamentary work. The Cabinet Ministers would be left 
free to concern themselves with general policy and major parliamentary questions 
only. Press reports also indicate that the Government have in mind a programme 
of administrative decentralisation and are intending to introduce the electoral 
principle into local government. It remains to be seen how deep this preoccupation 
with domestic matters is, and how long it will last. There is no evidence that 
paying greater attention to internal affairs will distract Nasser from the foreign 
intrigues dear to his conspiratorial mind. 

3. Egyptianisation, laicisation and the attack on the rich continue. 
Immediately before the meeting of the National Assembly, the Government, as well 
as rushing through the budget, about which the Assembly might have asked some 
awkward questions, passed the following significant laws: — 

(fl) a law nationalising the Wakfs and Coptic church lands, totalling about 

300,000 acres; 

(b) a law Egyptianising the Stock Exchange, whereby all stockbrokers must be 

Egyptian nationals, as must 75 per cent, of the staff they employ; 

(c) a law imposing an additional tax on the salaries of directors of Egyptian 

companies, many of whom are foreign nationals. 

4. The economic situation in Egypt does not constitute an immediate threat 
to the regime, although trade is still bad and cotton exports low. The new budget 
shows a striking reduction in the estimated expenditure on productive projects from 
£45 to £28 million. Even “ prestige ” development items dear to the regime have 
been pruned or spun out. The defence budget is reduced by £3 million to 
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£71,800,000 (about 25 per cent, of the ordinary budget). Nasser has stated that the 
first stage of the Aswan High Dam is to be built at a cost of £60 million—a greatly 
scaled-down version of earlier plans. Austerity would seem to be the order of the 
day. 

Relations with the Arab States 

5. Nasser made it plain in his speech at Alexandria on July 26 that Arab 
solidarity was acceptable to Egypt only on her own terms and that he thought it a 
long way off. He criticised by implication the behaviour of the Iraqi, Jordanian and 
Lebanese armies in 1948 and set those countries by the ears. Moreover, the 
Egyptian Press has plainly expressed the view that Egypt would not agree to 
President Shamoun’s call for an Arab summit conference as there could be no 
agreement between those countries who accepted the Eisenhower Doctrine and 
those who regarded it as an “ attempt to tear the Arab world apart ”. There have, 
however, been some signs of Egypt's desire to improve her relations with certain 
Arab States. The Egyptian Minister of War, General Abdul Hakim Amer, has 
maintained contact with King Saud since his recent visit to Saudi Arabia, and Egypt 
has supplied Saudi Arabia with jet aircraft. Nasser has promised, not very 
enthusiastically, to respond to Syria’s desire for federation. It also seems likely that 
the recent visit of Hassouna, Secretary-General of the Arab League, to Amman 
represented an Egyptian move to improve relations with Jordan. 

Relations with the Soviet Bloc 

6. Egyptian relations with the Soviet bloc continue to be close. It seems 
probable that Egypt has more than replaced the military equipment lost during the 
Sinai campaign. There was more Soviet armour and artillery on show at the parade, 
July 23 last, than in a similar parade held in June 1956. The armour included 
69 Su-100 self-propelled guns, 123 T-34 tanks and 40 JS3 tanks; 13 IL-28’s and 
36 MiG-15’s and 17’s flew past on the same occasion. Exchanges of missions of 
various kinds between Egypt and the Soviet bloc continue. Egypt sent a large 
contingent to the Moscow Youth Festival. General Amer has accepted an 
invitation to visit Moscow, though no date for the visit has yet been announced. 

Relations with the United States 

7. Relations with the United States have continued to deteriorate. On 
July 26 Nasser publicly criticised the United States policy and described the 
Eisenhower Doctrine as being no more than an extension of the Baghdad Pact. 
Considerable publicity was also given to the allegations of an Egyptian prosecution 
witness at the trial of the Wafdist politicians that the plot was part of an “ American 
imperialist conspiracy against Egypt ”. Cairo Radio’s criticisms of United States 
policy in the Middle East have been sustained and virulent. Recently the United 
States Military Attache in Jordan has been a special target. 

Relations with the United Kingdom 

8. British visitors to Egypt have reported a most friendly response from the 
Egyptians. The Minister of Finance told one business man that when he returned 
to Britain he should make it clear that Egypt was most anxious to resume relations. 
This fair talk may have been intended to establish a suitable atmosphere for the 
work of the Treasury/Bank of England fact-finding mission which went to (Tairo 
on August 16 to obtain specific information about Egyptian treatment of British 
property in Egypt (Guidance telegram No. 59). 

9. The above is primarily for your background information, but you may use 
it at discretion in conversation. 
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JE 1427/189 No. 29 

SUEZ CANAL CLEARANCE—REPAYMENT OF COSTS AND 

AGREEMENT ON A SURCHARGE ON SUEZ CANAL TOLLS 

( 1 ) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 1821. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) July 3, 1957. 

The Australian High Commission to-day showed us a telegram from their 
delegation in New York to Canberra reporting a conversion with Mr. Bender of 
the United States Delegation. 

2. Bender had proposed a meeting later this month of representatives of 
countries which had contributed to the expenses of the United Nations Clearance 
operation, in order to reach an agreed line before the next Session of the General 
Assembly. Bender’s own views were that: — 

(a) the advances made to the United Nations Clearance Fund must be repaid; 

and 

(b) the only feasible method of repayment was through a surcharge on Suez 

Canal tolls. 

3. Bender had discussed the problem with the Secretary-General, who had 
suggested informally that, in order to avoid arguments on the responsibility for the 
closing of the Canal, the best procedure would be for him to submit a report to the 
Assembly setting out proposals (for repayment through a surcharge) already agreed 
with all parties directly concerned, which the Assembly could simply endorse. On 
the mechanics of a surcharge, the Secretary-General had told Bender that the 
Egyptians wished to have nothing to do with its collection. Hammarskjold had 
thought of the International Bank as a possible collecting agent but saw practical 
difficulties. 

4. Bender had discussed this point with some European delegations. They 
(and in particular the Norwegians) thought that a surcharge could in practice only 
be paid together with normal dues to the Egyptian Canal Authority. The difficulty 
would then be to make sure that the Egyptians paid the surcharge over promptly 
to the United Nations. 

5. The Australian Delegation formed the view that both Bender and 
Hammarskjold had been considerably influenced by a Mr. Engen, who had 
maintained that a surcharge of 10 per cent, or more would have no appreciable 
effect on prices of goods carried through the Canal. Engen had calculated that a 
10 per cent, surcharge would suffice to repay clearance costs within 12 months. 

6. We told the Australians that our publicly stated position was that 
responsibility for repaying the cost of clearing the Canal rested with the Egyptians; 
if it were to be repaid from tolls it should therefore come out of the Egyptian profit 
element. But we realised the difficulty of securing adequate support for this view 
in the United Nations. We had been inclined to think that in practice the most 
satisfactory solution might be for the contributors to the United Nations Fund 
(including ourselves) not to press their claims for repayment. We had hoped for a 
report from the Secretary-General to the General Assembly merely setting out the 
balance sheet of what he had received in contributions and what he had spent, with 
no recommendations for repayment. We had hitherto objected to a surcharge on 

the dues: 

(a) because the costs of the Egyptian Government’s action would then fall on 

shipowners and ultimately on the consumers; and 

(b) because it would create a bad precedent, which was bound to excite 

Egyptian cupidity. 

7. It seems from this report that the Americans and Hammarskjold may have 
gone some way towards committing themselves to the principle of a 10 per cent, 
surcharge, even if they have not yet worked out the mechanics. I assume that we 
have not l^en consulted because we did not advance any money for canal clearance. 
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But, apart from our contribution in kind, we are the Power most affected as the 
largest users of the Canal. I should be grateful for any further information you 
may have and for your comments. In the light of these it will be necessary to 
consider again the views in paragraph 6 above. 


JE 1427/189 (2) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received July 4) 

(No. 1227. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 3, 1957. 

Your telegram No, 1821. 

We have had a similar account from the Australians here. In view of the long 
4th of July weekend we are unlikely to get any further information this week. 

2. The proposal in paragraph 6 of your telegram under reference that the 
contributors to the United Nations fund should not press their claims for 
repayment, would, no doubt, be very acceptable in the United Nations. The 
difficulty would be to secure agreement of the Governments concerned. 

3. If this does not prove possible, it is not easy to see what practicable 
alternative to a surcharge now remains. I do not think that the Assembly would 
agree either that Egypt should pay or that the cost of clearance should be paid by 
members of the United Nations in the same proportion as their normal contributions 
to the United Nations. 

4. If in the end there is agreement on a surcharge I should have thought that 
even though tolls are now being paid to the Egyptians, the collection of a surcharge 
should be separated from the collection of ordinary tolls. It might be a bad 
precedent to allow the Egyptians, even by agreement, to collect sums in excess of 
the regular tolls. One method might be, as the Secretary-General has suggested, 
for the International Bank to collect on behalf of the United Nations on the basis 
of statistics supplied by the Egyptian Canal Authority. 


JE 1427/189 



Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 


(No. 1831. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) July 8, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1227, 

We have no list of countries who contributed to United Nations clearance 
fund. 

Please telegraph list together with amounts of individual contributions if 
known. 


JE 1427/193 (4) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received July 8) 


(No. 1236) 

(Telegraphic) 

Your telegram No. 1831. 

Following is list; — 

United States 

Australia . 

Norway . 

West (jermany 


New York, 

July 8, 1957. 


Dollars or Dollars Equivalent 
5,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
1 , 000,000 
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Denmark 

Italy 

Liberia 

Canada 

Sweden 

Netherlands 

Ceylon 


Dollars or Dollars Equivalent 

500,000 

399,525 

4,000 

1,044,045 (in Canadian dollars) 
772,201 (in kroner) 

500,000 On guilders) 

3,731 (in pounds Egyptian) 


JE 1427/190 (5) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received July 6) 

(No. 1231. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 5, 1957. 

My telegram No. 1227. 

We have now spoken to Bender of the United States Mission and explained 
our claim to be regarded as a country which has made advances. He had simply 
been instructed by the State Department to elicit views from a list of delegations 
of contributor countries, on which the United Kingdom did not feature, but readily 
agreed to keep us in the picture in future and to point out our status to the State 
Department. 

2. The views he has so far received are only personal and all have agreed to 
consult their Governments with a view to a meeting of contributor delegations in 
a few weeks’ time. Among the personal reactions only those of the Australians 
and Germans indicated any expectation that the advances would be written off. 

3. Bender considered it the United States view that it would be impractical 
either to bill the Egyptians or repay the advances from a proportionate increase in 
members’ contributions to the United Nations budget. He argued that the 
Secretary-General would probably regard the credit of the United Nations as 
being at stake and that, therefore, any initiative for writing off the advances would 
have to come from the contributor Governments. As far as the United States 
was concerned, there was the probability that Congress would sooner or later have 
to face a demand for considerable voluntary contributions to U.N.E.F., involving 
writing off advances made to the United Nations for the Force. For this reason 
the State Department might be unwilling to prejudice Congress against United 
Nations credit-worthiness over the comparatively small and non-recurrent clearance 
charges. He, therefore, expected the United States Government to be reluctant 
to move from the only remaining alternative, the levying of a surcharge. How 
such a surchage should be collected seemed to him largely a mechanical problem, 
but he believed the United States Government would not object to collection by 
Egypt if this seemed mechanically most practical. 

4. Mr. Bender has accepted in principle that we should produce our 
considered comments, together with the other countries making advances, at the 
creditors’ meeting which he plans to hold in a week or two and I should, therefore, 
be glad of your views. If you wish to pursue the proposal of writing off the 
advances, it would seem advisable to approach the Governments of contributing 
countries in their capitals, before they send their considered views to their 
delegations here. 


JE 1427/192 (6) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received July 8) 

(No. 1239. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 8, 1957. 

My telegram No. 1231. 

My Australian colleague has now asked me for reactions to views of the 
Australian Government, which are to the following effect. 


M' 
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2. Australian Government would like the S.C.U.A. Council to examine the 
problem including the Norwegian estimate of the impact on prices of a surcharge. 
Australian Government definitely want their advance repaid and see a surchage 
as the simplest method, even though open to the difficulties that it might need 
squaring with the Constantinople Convention, might set a precedent and add 
strength to Egypt’s de facto regime over the Canal and though it might require both 
an Assembly resolution and perhaps domestic legislation by shipowning 
Governments, the only alternatives they see are a general United Nations 
assessment or voluntary contributions by shipowning Governments. 

3. The Canadian delegation have told us that their Government expect to 
be repaid and see little alternative to a surcharge. 


JE 1421/577 (7) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 1855. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) July 11, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1231, 

I am pleased to see that Mr. Bender has accepted in principle our right to 
attend the meeting of creditors. 

2. Please inform the United States Delegation that the United Kingdom will 
be represented. You should explain that we are anxious to co-operate in working 
out a sensible solution. I am sure that the United States Government will be 
impressed, as are Her Majesty’s Government, by the need to avoid allowing any 
discussion of this subject in the General Assembly to degenerate into a debate on 
the legal responsibility for blocking the Canal and paying the costs of its clearance. 
This would merely arouse again the emotions of last autumn and damage Western 
interests without producing any helpful result. 

3. Subject to confirmation by Ministers we expect to instruct our 
representative as follows. 

4. Our first concern is to establish that our contribution to General Wheeler’s 
operation incurred after December 21, 1956 (and the similar French contribution) 
must be accepted as ranking equally with the cash contributions advanced by other 
members. Our representation at this proposed meeting will of itself go far to 
establish this. 

5. The United Nations has contracted a debt to certain of its members. It 
is of course our view that the money should be recovered from Egypt, who 
blocked the Canal. But, since there is no prospect of the United Nations asking 
Egypt to pay (let alone of Egypt paying), we would be prepared to leave the matter 
in abeyance if other creditors were prepared to do the same. But if the other 
creditors feel that contributions should be repaid now, we think that the most 
equitable way of doing this would be to make it a charge on the United Nations 
budget, to be made good by contributions in proportion to the assessed quotas for 
the budget. We should like to know the views of other creditor Governments at 
the meeting about the possibility of securing a vote in this sense in the United 
Nations. 

6. When the proposal for a surcharge on the dues comes up, our 
representative should not oppose it. He should however argue against any 
suggestion that the Assembly should invite Egypt to assume the right to impose 
a surcharge. He should also draw attention to the difficulties presented by other 
means of implementing the proposal. A separate brief will be sent to you on this 
subject. 
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JE 1427/190 (8) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 1856. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) July H, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

The French Embassy here have been given an outline of our provisional ideas. 
They were not aware that such a meeting was in prospect. They stated that the 
French Government had already accepted the principle of a surcharge which they 
thought should be collected by United Nations agents in the Canal Zone. 

2. A similar outline will be given to the Australian and Canadian High 
Commissions. In the circumstances you may (provided you and Her Majesty’s 
Charge d’Affaires at Washington see no objection) also inform the Americans 
informally, emphasising that these views are tentative and subject to Ministerial 
approval. 


JE 1427/195 (9) 

Mr. Crosthwaite to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 1250. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) July 12, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1856. 

We have spoken to the United States delegation in the terms of paragraph 2 
of your telegram No. 1855 and given them an outline of the subsequent paragraphs 
in accordance with paragraph 2 of your telegram under reference. 

2. The United States delegation have not yet received a reaction from 
Washington on our claim to be regarded as a nation which has made advances 
but continue to assume that we will attend the meeting of such nations which is 
now scheduled for the end of next week. 

3, The initial reaction of the United States delegation was that there would 
be little possibility of securing a vote to have advances made good by contributions 
in proportion of the assessed quotas for the United Nations budget. Their latest 
information is that the Canal clearance o^^ration cost between $9-10 million. 
Meanwhile they learn that the United Nations Emergency Force will probably 
show a deficit to the end of this year of about $15 million and will require an 
extra $25-30 million to carry it through 1958. Any attempt, therefore, to get 
both the clearance costs and the costs of U.N.E.F. covered by budget contributions 
would virtually double budget contributions now being paid. The United States 
delegation felt that there was going to be a major battle anyhow on U.N.E.F. and 
that to add to this the clearance costs would be impossible without a major debate 
on responsibility. 


JE 1427/190 (10) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Mr. Crosthwaite {New York) 

(No. 1870. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) July 18, 1957. 

, My telegram No. 1855. 

This question has now been considered by Ministers, who agree that the best 
solution would be for the loans, both in money and in kind, to be written off. 
This proposal might commend itself to such creditors as Norway, Denmark, 
Sweden and Italy, whose shipowners would have to pay, if a surcharge were levied, 
amounts comparable to their contributions. On the other hand it may be difficult 
to obtain the agreement of the United States as the preponderant contributor, and 
of Canada and Australia. This suggestion should be put forward at the meeting, 
but should not be pressed against .serious opposition. 
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2. Apart from this there appears to be no satisfactory alternative to the 
proposed surcharge. We are still concerned by the difficulties involved in this 
proposal, as set out in my telegram No. 945 Saving, but we would be prepared to 
accept a surcharge subject to the following conditions; — 

{a) That our own claim should rank equally with the cash contributions for 
reimbursement; 

{b) That the charge should be applied without discrimination to the shipping 
of all countries; and 

(c) That repayment of the loans should be spread over as long a period as 
possible, in order to minimise the effect of the surcharge on transport 
costs and import prices. 

3. There is a risk that if the proposal for a surcharge is formally submitted 
to the Assembly it might be resisted by some delegations and might lead to an 
acrimonious debate. It might therefore be preferable for the arrangements for 
its collection to form the subject of an agreement between the Secretary-General 
and Egypt. However administered, such an agreement would tend to strengthen 
the position of the Egyptian Canal Authority and the surcharge would be an 
unfortunate precedent. These risks would be reduced to some extent if the 
United Nations could establish an agency in Egypt to supervise the collection of 
the surcharge. 

4. Our representative at the meeting of creditors should be guided by these 
considerations but should not commit us to any specific proposal for the levying 
of a surcharge at this stage. Further instructions will be sent in the light of his 
report on the meeting. 


JE 1427/218 (11) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia {Washington'^ 

(No. 3311. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) August 23, 1957.- 

I should like you to resume this discussion with the State Department on the 
following lines. 

2. We recognise that there is widespread support for repayment of the loans 
by means of a surcharge, and that this may well be the only method which could 
command a majority in the General Assembly. At the same time I hope the 
State Department fully understand the difficulty for us of this solution, in view 
of the fact that 40 per cent, of the surcharge would be paid by British shipping 
interests. This is likely in any event to cause resentment not only in shipping 
circles but in the country as a whole. If at the same time the United Kingdom 
claim for reimbursement were to be rejected or set aside, it would be quite 
impossible for Her Majesty’s Government to accept the surcharge. 

3. I see the force of the State Department’s objection that the presentation 
of the British and French claims to the General Assembly would jeopardise the 
prospects of any general agreement for repayment of the creditors. We have no 
desire, subject to the overriding consideration in my preceding paragraph, to place 
obstacles in the way of a settlement, and it is for this reason that we have been 
looking for some means of obtaining settlement of our claim without complicating 
the debate in the Assembly. The existence of an unspent balance in the Secretary- 
General’s hands appears to provide a way out, and I hope the Americans will agree 
to join us in pressing for the repayment of our claim (and that of the French) from 
this balance. In the light of paragraphs 10-12 of the Secretary-General’s second 
report on the clearing of the Suez Canal (Document A/3492), and paragraph 4 of 
Annex I of that document, which place our salvage fleet on an equal footing with 
that of the private contractors, this would seem to be a perfectly defensible 
procedure. Vou should draw the attention of the State Department to these 
documents, and say that we would of course be prepared to discuss our claim in 
detail with the Secretarial and to consider any arguments they might put forward 
for its revision. 
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4. If the United Kingdom contribution is refunded in this way, we will 
accept the surcharge proposal, provided it is implemented in such a way as not 
to constitute a dangerous precedent of which advantage could be taken by the 
Egyptian Canal Authority in the future. We welcome the State Department’s 
determination that the Egyptians must not 'be allowed to stop ships for non¬ 
payment. 

5. This matter is to be discussed by Ministers on August 27, and I should 
be grateful for the further views of the State Department by that date. 


JE 1427/263 (12) 

Sir Pierson Di.xon to M^. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received September 17) 

(No. 1447. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) September 16, 1957. 

The Secretary-General has now accepted the proposal put to him by the 
United States Government, provided the other Governments who made cash 
advances to him for the clearance of the Canal concur. I understand that the 
State Department is now putting the proposal to the Governments concerned. 

2. Provided this concurrance is forthcoming the Secretary-General will 
report to the General Assembly to the following effect: — 

The total cost of the clearance operation was $x million, including a 
figure, which he would mention, representing the cost of work by the British 
and French vessels after December 21 (when they came under the United 
Nations flag). This figure x is less than the total cash advances made, by 
a figure y representing a surplus. He would suggest that this surplus should 
be distributed to the Governments which made cash advances, and to the 
British and French Governments in proportion to their contributions. The 
cost of the British and French operations would be treated on the same basis 
as the cash advances. The Secretary-General will be prepared to defend both 
the principle that the United Nations must pay for the services provided by 
the United Kingdom and French Governments and also the cost of these 
provided we and the French can reach agreement with him on figures. 

3. The Secretary-General would also propose that the balance due to the 
Governments advancing cash, and to the United Kingdom and French 
Governments, should be found from a surcharge. The Secretary-General’s idea 
is, that to avoid the legal difficulty involved in making a compulsory le\ 7 , the 
surcharge would be for voluntary payment by shipping concerns using the Canal. 
But he hopes that Governments will recommend their shippers to pay it. The 
mechanics of collecting the surcharge would have to be discussed with the 
Egyptians, but the Secretary-General realises that Egyptian participation should 
be kept to a minimum, and believes the Egyptians will want the same. He is 
unlikely to suggest a level for the surcharge before discussion with the Egyptians, 
but apparently is thinking in terms of something like 5 per cent, to raise the total 
monies due in about two years. 


JE 1427/264 (13) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Foreign Office. {Received September J8) 

(No. 1468. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) September 17, 1957. 

Personal for Prime Minister from Secretary of State. 

I have been going into this matter with the delegation. The following points 
arise: — 

(1) It is satisfactory that the Secretary-General is prepared to agree to the 
French and British claims ranking with the advances of other countries. 


SECRET 









































170 


SECRET 


(2) If he is to continue to hoid this view speedy agreement should be reached 

on the amount of our claim. Katzin is to come on the 23rd to discuss 
the amount. It is most important that he should be convinced that our 
claim is reasonable. The figures I originally saw seemed to me rather 
inflated. 

(3) What has not yet been decided is the method of collection, but the 

Secretary-General wants the Egyptians to have as little to do with it as 
possible. It looks as though a system of voluntary payment by the 
shipping companies is probably the best—preferably into some United 
Nations account. This will require some action with our shipowners. 
You may remember the suggestion, which I mentioned to you on the 
telephone on Sunday, that whatever Her Majesty’s Government recovers 
might be devoted to meeting in some way the burden on our ship¬ 
owners provided in return they agreed not to put up their freights. 

(4) The level of the surcharge is not yet decided. 10 per cent, would mean that 

the amount would be paid off in less than a year. On the other hand it 
seems a high figure almost bound to lead to an increase in freights. The 
Secretariat is supposed to be thinking of 5 per cent. 

(5) The methods of getting this through the Assembly are under discussion. 

There are pros and cons for it being dealt with in the plenary and not 
in committee. 

(6) Finally there is the important point of what attitude we should publicly take. 

No doubt the Secretariat will try to get through without a vote. We, 
however, will have to express an opinion either at the United Nations or 
with the Press. Should our line be that we do not regard this as 
a satisfactory method but is the best obtainable? If it comes to a vote 
how should we vote? Should we vote for it? Perhaps abstention would 
be the best? We shall have to take the United States views into account 
since they are acting on the assumption, which we have accepted, that 
we shall give the surcharge plan our full support. It is really too early 
to make up our minds on this but one cannot quite tell how it will develop 
and some preliminary consideration should be given. Our problem of 
course is to get something which the Assembly will accept and which 
will not cause another storm at home. 


JE 1427/264 (14) 

Foreign Office to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 2333. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) September 19,1957. 

Personal for Secretary of State from Prime Minister. 

We have discussed your telegram No. 1468 from New York in Cabinet. I will 
take your points in turn. 

2. I agree with your (1) and (2). We hope to settle quickly with Katzin on a 
figure which will give us a fair return on what we actually did for the United Nations. 

3. Our strong view is that the Egyptians should have nothing to do with 
collecting the surcharge. Our shippers pay the tolls in London. They could pay 
the surcharge to a United Nations account here at the same time. This is presumably 
what you have in mind. We will give further consideration to the question of how 
or whether we might meet such burden as eventually falls on our shipowners. I 
presume you will not wish to discuss this aspect of the problem in New York. 

4. As you know we have always wanted as low a surcharge as possible. 
Hammarskjold’s 5 per cent, is about the maximum. 

5. Your paragraphs 5 and 6. As you say, we are committed to paragraph 7 (c) 
of Washington telegram No. 1632. I think we can fairly argue in public that a 
surcharge is far from ideal and will fall about 40 per cent, on United Kingdom 
shipping, but that we are prepared, since others endorse it, to tr>' and make it work. 
If it comes to a vote we might ask the Americans if they would mind our abstaining: 
but if they want us to vote in favour I think we can hardly refuse. 
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JE 1427/259 (15) 

4 

Foreign Office to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 2375. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) September 23, 1957. 

Colonel Katzin this morning outlined to the French and ourselves the basis 
on which the United Nations Secretariat had calculated the amount of $500,000 
which Mr. Hammarskjold proposed to include in his report as the cost of the Anglo- 
French salvage fleet’s work with the United Nations after December 21, 1956. 

2. The amount has been calculated on a “ work done ” basis. General 
Wheeler’s estimate of what it would have cost the United Nations organisation to 
do the work which was actually performed by the Anglo-French salvage fleet was 
$150,0(X). Since it is impossible to compare properly commercial salvage costs 
with those of a naval salvage fleet, the United Nations Secretariat had increased this 
figure to $500,000 which now constitutes an offer to the United Kingdom and French 
Governments. The United Kingdom claim (£400,000) had been quite out of line 
with United Nations costs. Colonel Katzin said there was no division of the 
$500,000 into sums due to the United Kingdom and France respectively, since the 
United Nations had dealt only with the joint salvage organisation. 

3. We hope a breakdown of the $500,000 will enable this (or any other sum 
ujwn which we reach agreement) to be allocated between France and the United 
Kingdom without invidious haggling. The French claim is about £90,000, or which 
a large part is for depreciation of their principal salvage vessel which had a long 
and disastrous return voyage to Algeria. 

4. Katzin gave the impression that the United Nations had been surprised to 
receive any claim at all, and would be unlikely to move from their principle of 
Dayment, on a commercial scale, for work actually performed. 


JE 1427/259 (16) 

Foreign Office to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 2383. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) September 24, 1957. 

My telegram No. 2375. 

When we met Katzin to-day it became clear that he had no authority to increase 
the Secretary-General’s offer of $500,000 to meet the British and French claims. 
This was the absolute maximum that the Secretary-General considered he could 
justify before the United Nations and exceeded what the “ technicians ” thought 
proper. 

2. This figure represented $266,000 for “ work done ” by United Kingdom 
vessels and the French salvage vessel, and payment in full of our claim of $234,000 
for a share of the return passage of two German salvage vessels chartered by the 
United Kingdom and made available to the United Nations. 

3. Colonel Katzin rejected outright any proposal that the United Nations 
should bear any part of the passage costs of Anglo-French vessels or the costs of 
support vessels. While our salvage ships’ daily rates were not excessive the number 
of ships had little relation to the work done General Wheeler had insisted that he 
had only wanted 3 of the 15 vessels that made up the Anglo-French fleet. 

4 Colonel Katzin will tell the French delegation this afternoon that their share 
of the $500,000 is $50,000 The French are likely to accept the overall figure of 
$500,000, though they may make difficulties over their share. 

5. Informally Colonel Katzin said emphatically that he thought it would not 
help if he were to seek authority to exceed his offer. McCloy and Hammarskjold 
would be unlikely to budge, and he could not advise them to do so. In our view 
there is a risk that we might obtain worse terms if we pressed this further. 
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6, Although this is not a satisfactory result, there is nothing to be gained by 
further argument. The principle of meeting our expenses after December 21 has 
been conceded, and we can say publicly that we have received payment on a scale 
comparable with that of the commercial salvors for work performed for the United 
Nations. We therefore propose, with the French, to conclude the discussion with 
Katzin tomorrow on this basis. 


(17) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 
(No. 84 Guidance. Confidential) 

(Telegraphic) November 4, 1957. 

Mr. Hammarskjold’s report is to be published in a few days’ time and will be 
discussed in the present session of the United Nations General .Assembly. It 
contains three main sections: an account of the clearance operation together with 
a description of its financing; a statement of the expenditures incurred; and a 
proposal for the reimbursement of the costs by a surcharge levied on Canal tolls. 

2. The account of the operation is factually correct, though it tends to 
minimise the extent of the Anglo-French clearance work in Port Said. (See 
paragraph 4 of my telegram No. 24 Intel of February 1.) 

3. The account of the expenditures incurred includes— 

(a) the sum of $500,000 for the work done and the services supplied by the 

Anglo-French salvage fleet at the request of the United Nations after 
General Wheeler had taken over responsibility for the clearance 
op)eration on December 21, 1956. It does not include the costs of the 
salvage work done by the Anglo-French fleet before December 21, 
which considerably lightened the United Nations task: these we are 
regarding as a claim against Egypt. 

(b) An allocation of $250,000 for dredging. This is to assist in the removal 

of silt that accumulated while the Canal was closed. While Her 
Majesty’s Government will not oppose this item in the account, they 
consider that the navigation of the Canal has already been sufficiently 
restored to meet the requirements laid down by the General Assembly 
when authorising Mr. Hammarskjold to organise its clearance and that 
it is therefore open to doubt whether the United Nations has this 
remaining responsibility for dredging. 

4. The proposal that the cost of clearing the Canal should be met by levying 
a surcharge on the tolls paid by shipping passing through the Canal is naturally 
unwelcome to Her Majesty’s Government, since British ships pay 40 per cent, of 
the tolls. Nevertheless, if a majority in the United Nations decides in favour of a 
surcharge. Her Majesty’s Government will consider themselves bound to do their 
best to persuade British shipowners to pay. The fixing of the surcharge at the low 
level of 3 per cent, (figures up to 10 per cent, had earlier been mooted) is helpful in 
this respect. 

5. You should not volunteer the opinions in paragraphs 3 (b) and 4 but you 
may explain Her Majesty’s Government's attitude if questioned by friendly 

colleagues. The rest may be used freely. 


JE 1427/290 (18) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 8) 

(No. 1897. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 7, 1957. 

I think it unlikely that our affirmative vote would be needed to secure passage 
of the resolution. Nor do I think that the argument in the last sentence of 
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paragraph 1 of your telegram under reference has any force in present 
circumstances. I have, however, some fears that an abstention would be 
misunderstood here and might get us into difficulties. 

2. It would be awkward for us not to speak in the general discussion on a 
question of such importance to us, and if we were going to abstain it would be 
difficult to avoid explaining that, in our view, the Egyptians had been responsible 
for blocking the Canal and, therefore, should properly bear the cost. This could 
set off a recriminatory debate. 

3. There is a reasonable prospect that contentious debate on the events of 
last year may be avoided by Arab agreement to go along with the proposals of the 
Secretary-General on U.N.E.F. and Canal clearance. Even if we avoided the 
difficulty referred to in paragraph 2 above, there would be a risk that an abstention 
would arouse suspicions in the Assembly that we were in some way reverting to 
the past on the Canal and Palestine. The French would presumably follow our 
lead and suspicions would thereby be increased. 

4. The Secretary-General, on whose co-operation we rely to avoid controversy, 
would certainly dislike the idea of a jarring note. 

5. Would it not meet the shipowners if we voted in favour and explained 
that we were doing so in the interests of co-operation, though we had strong 
reservations about the surcharge, which would bear disproportionately on the 
United Kingdom? 


JE 1427/295 


(19) 


Sir Harold Caccia to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 2407. Confidential) Washington, 

(Telegraphic) November 15, 1957. 

The United States Delegation in New York have reported a general feeling 
among other delegations that the surcharge scheme will only be approved and can 
only be made to work if it is clear that the United Kingdom support it. In their 
view any indication, such as abstention, that the United Kingdom may not support 
the scheme fully might well result in its collapse. 

2. The State Department hope, therefore, that we will vote for the scheme, 
and will make our intention to do so generally known beforehand. While they 
would see no objection to our explaining the drawbacks to the scheme from the 
United Kingdom point of view during the debate, they suggest that the wording 
of our criticism will require careful thought. For example, the use of the phrase 
“ strong reservations ” mentioned in paragraph 5 of the UKDEL New York 
telegram No. 1897 to you might, in their view, lead some delegations to think that 
we have reservations about carrying out the scheme. 

3. Since it is important that we should not have any misunderstanding with 
the Americans on this matter, I hope it will be possible to clear the text of any 
speech we may propose to make with them before the debate. 


JE 1427/290 (20) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 3055. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) December 5,1957. 

Your telegram No. 1897. 

Ministers have decided that you should vote in favour of a resolution endorsing 
the Secretary-General’s report, including the surcharge proposal. You have 
discretion to make this known in advance. 
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2. If there should be any unforeseen turn in the debate (e.g., if the Arabs or 
their friends make it acrimonious or try to engineer the rejection of the Secretary- 
General’s allocation of $500,000 to the United Kingdom and France) you should 
report urgently. It might in that case be necessary for Ministers to reconsider 
their decision. 

3. For your own information it is possible that some British shipowners may 
decline to pay the surcharge. We cannot put this to the test until the surcharge 
proposal has been adopted by the United Nations and we shall do our best to 
ensure that this difficulty does not arise. 

4. I shall be grateful if Sir Harold Caccia and Sir Gladwyn Jebb will inform 
the Governments to which they are accredited of the contents of paragraphs 1 and 2 
above. 


JE 1427/303 


( 21 ) 


Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 2232) New York, 

(Telegraphic) December 14, 1957. 

Following is text of my explanation of vote. 

Mr. President, 

The reasons why the United Kingdom Delegation have felt able to vote in 
favour of the resolution we have just adopted are as follows: — 

First, we believe this Assembly was right to authorise the Secretary-General 
to proceed with practical arrangements and agreements to get the Canal cleared 
as soon as possible. 

We are happy that, as the Secretary-General states in his report, we were able 
to lighten the task of the United Nations salvage fleet by the clearance which we 
and the French had already effected in Port Said. We are also glad to have been 
able to continue some of this work under the United Nations flag. 

We join in sincerely paying tribute to the Secretary-General and his staff for 
their skill and patience in bringing the clearance operation to completion. 

Second, we consider that the Secretary-General, to avoid delay in so far as 
it lay in his power, was justified in engaging the credit of the United Nations to 
secure the advances of money necessary. 

Thirdly, we accept that among the methods available in terms of practical 
realism for ensuring that these advances are repaid—as the credit of the United 
Nations requires they should be repaid—the least inequitable is that the cost should 
fall on those who stand to gain by the fact that the Canal is no longer closed. 

However, I cannot say that this was an easy decision to take. It means that 
British shippers, and their customers in Asia, in Europe, in Australia, New Zealand 
and elsewhere will be called upon to meet some 40 per cent, of the cost of remedying 
the consequences of the blocking of the Canal by the Egyptian Government, for 
which we were not responsible, and which in itself caused considerable financial 
loss to British shippers at the time. 

We cannot, of course, Mr. President, regard this as a satisfactory situation, 
but, as I say, we accept that it is the least unsatisfactory of the possible arrangements. 
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JE 1052/19 No. 30 

RELATIONS BETWEEN EGYPT AND FRANCE 

Record of Conversation behveen the Secretary of State and Mr. Krishna Menon 

on July 9, 1957 

Mr. Menon asked me this afternoon whether I was aware that the French 
were making up to Nasser. They had made approaches to him both with regard 
to trade and, Mr. Menon thought, the resumption of diplomatic relations. Nasser 
was taking the position that the British must come first. He would much prefer to 
restore relations with them before dealing with the French. 

I repeated to Mr. Menon what 1 had already said—that, so far as we were 
concerned, improvement in our relations must come slowly and surely and the 
first thing to do was to deal with the position of the British individuals who had 
had their assets in Egypt sequestrated. 
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JE 1463/124 No. 31 

FACT-nNDING MISSION TO EGYPT, AUGUST 1957 

( 1 ) 

Sir Lionel Lamb to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 279. Confidential) Berne, 

(Telegraphic) June 24, 1957. 

The Egyptian Ministry of Foreign Affairs has asked the Swiss Embassy in 
Cairo to inform Her Majesty’s Government that the Egyptian Government has 
agreed to the designation of one or two members of the British delegation at Rome 
talks to attend further talks in Cairo regarding banks and other British enterprises 
under sequestration in Egypt. 


JE 1468/1 (2) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Lionel Lamb (Berne) 

(No. 242. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) August 3, 1957. 

Please ask the Swiss to inform the Egyptian Government that we accept their 
invitation (your telegram No. 279) for two members of our Delegation at the Rome 
talks to visit Cairo, on the basis of the assurance given by M. Rouchdy on July 16. 
The two officials will be F. Milner, Treasury (Financial Counsellor in Beirut and 
formerly in Cairo) and R. I. Hallows, Bank of England. They will be ready to 
fly to Cairo on or about August 14. Visas for both will be applied for from the 
Indian Embassy in London. We should like the Egyptians to confirm that the 
two officials will be accorded treatment and immunities appropriate to their status 
and their mission. 


(3) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

(No. 59 Guidance. Confidential) August 13, 1957. 

A fact-finding mission of two officials will arrive in Cairo on August 16, to 
obtain specific information about Egyptian treatment of British assets in Egypt. 
They will not be authorised to enter into negotiations: if the Egyptians make 
proposals they will report these on return to the United Kingdom. 

2. The two officials are Mr. F. Milner (Treasury Representative in the 
Middle East, formerly based on Cairo) and Mr. R. I. Hallows of the Bank of 
England. Both were members of the United Kingdom Delegation to the Anglo- 
Egyptian talks in Rome in May. 


Origins 

3. In Rome the United Kingdom Delegation asked that British subjects 
should be allowed to visit Egypt to examine their property and assets. There was 
no response, but on June 24 the Egyptians asked the Swiss to inform Her Majesty’s 
Government that the Egyptian Government had “ agreed ” that one or two of 
the British Delegation at the Rome talks should attend further talks in Cairo 
“ regarding banks and other British enterprises under sequestration ”. In response 
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to our enquiry, the Egyptians gave an assurance to the Swiss on July 16 that they 
would “ accord the necessary facilities to the two British Delegates to allow them 
to have at their disposal such information as would be useful to them in the course 
of their mission ”. On this basis, we accepted the invitation. 

4. We do not wish to encourage publicity for the mission. The following 
points may be used in answering questions: — 

(a) This visit is in response to an Egyptian invitation; 

(b) The invitation was accepted only after an Egyptian assurance had been 

given that the necessary facilities would be granted to the mission for 
fact-finding; 

(c) The mission will confine itself to fact-finding; 

(d) We are naturally anxious to ascertain the state of British assets, and asked 

in Rome for British subjects to be allowed to inspect their assets in 

Egypt; 

(e) This is not a second round of the Rome talks. 

5. To friendly Governments, the following additional explanations mav be 
given at your discretion: — 

(a) We are not appeasing Egypt by accepting this invitation, but we must take 

any opportunity of finding out what has happened to our substantial 
assets there. 

(b) So far, only three British firms have been given facilities to send 

representatives to Egypt to discuss sequestrated assets, all connected in 
some way with the travel business, which Egypt wants to revive; 

(c) The mission has no bearing whatever on the question of diplomatic 

relations; (if asked) the fact that one member of the mission is a former 
I ^ Cairo Embassy has no significance—he is a Treasury 

official with a personal knowledge of British interests in Egypt and 
therefore well-qualified to obtain the necessary information; 

(d) The Egyptian Press is speculating on a resumption of the Rome talks in 

October; but there has been no discussion whatever between us and 
the Egyptians about this so far. 


JE 1468/10 (4) 

Sir Lionel Lamb to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 361. Confidential) 

(Telegraphic) 

f u ■ August 27, 1957 

th Sa M'^ner, dated August 26, was received by 

the Federal Political Department this morning. ^ 

1. We have so far— 

(a) had four protracted meetings on general sequestration matters, one on 

insurance companies and one on banks; 

(b) visited ten sequestrated companies and the Anglo-Egyptian refinery at 

oU6Z. 

On our visits we are accompanied by the Controller-General for British Property 

and saw only the sequestrator for the firm, together sometimes with a senior 
executive. 

2. At the second meeting we were informed that we could not concern 
ourselves with banks, insurance companies, or other Egyptianised companies. The 

Minister of Finance was not willing to see us on this issue but modified the ruling 
to the following extent: — 

(a) We could not visit the premises of such enterprises. 

(b) We could interview at the Sequestrator-General’s Office the former 

sequestrators of the enterprises. 

(c) We must confine our enquiries to the period of sequestration. 
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Without prejudice to our position on this issue, which we have repeatedly made 
clear, we are enquiring into these enterprises on this basis, the practical effect of 
the restrictions is not likely to be very significant, having regard to the limited 
value of our enquiries in general. 

3. We have received some useful information on the interpretation and 
application of the sequestration laws but still await answers to most of our 
questions. Of the sequestrated companies we have visited, we have so far obtained, 
via the Sequestrator-General’s Office, balance sheets and profit-and-loss accounts 
only for the oil companies and two others. These are without the supporting 
schedules and other facts or figures asked for. Extraction of exact information is 
and is likely to remain very difficult despite our pressure and plain speaking. 

4. We are continuing to enquire into the affairs of individual companies and 
shall then deal with private property, schools, &c. We are to pursue our enquiries 
in Alexandria on August 31 and September 1. We had hoped to visit Ismailia and 
Port Said on Thursday, but this is now unlikely in view of the Sequestrator- 
General’s discouraging attitude. 

5. We have emphasised that our mission is no substitute for visits by 
representatives of the British firms. Our experience is confirming this. 

6. Our provisional departure date is September 5. 


JE 1468/15 (5) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia {Washington) 

(No. 3899 Saving. Confidential) London, 

(Telegraphic) September 17, 1957. 

Mr. Hallows has now made a preliminary general report. The frigid and 
unfriendly Egyptian reception of the Mission contrasted strikingly with their 
assurances to other Arab leaders, diplomats and visitors to Cairo of their anxiety 
to restore relations with us. 

2. The Egyptians regarded the Mission’s purpose as to confirm the Egyptian 
statement in Rome that little damage had been done to British property by 
sequestration. They maintained their refusal to let the Mission see any property 
which had been Egyptianised; and there was no prospect of this process being 
reversible. Nor did they allow full investigations even into sequestrated property. 
They refused access to the Minister of Finance, and visits to Port Said and the Base 
at Ismailia. 

3. The Egyptians gave no sign of any desire to “ restore relations ”, or to 
resume the Rome talks. The only concession they made was that small numbers 
of British business men might visit Egypt in groups to enquire into the state of 
their sequestrated properties. On the other hand the Egyptian Press gave the visit 
full coverage, but without much comment. 

4. We are now studying the Mission’s detailed reports. We are also 
considering what advice to give to British business men in the light of the Mission’s 
findings; prospects for restitution and compensation; and what to say publicly 
about the results of the Mission. 

5. Please inform the State Department-Quai d’Orsay in confidence. We are 
speaking to the United States and French Embassies here. 

6. The Permanent Under-Secretary mentioned this to M. Joxe on 
September 17, suggesting that nevertheless the French might continue to press for 
a fact-finding mission, since some information can be gleaned in this way. 
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JE 1425/107 No. 32 

COMPENSATION FOR THE SUEZ CANAL COMPANY 

( 1 ) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke (Rome) 

(No. 703. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) May 29, 1957. 

Following for delegation. 

Your reports have been discussed with the Director-General of the Suez Canal 
Company and the French Embassy here. 

2. We are all pleased with the success you have had so far. Neither we nor 
the French Government nor the Company are, however, prepared to contemplate 
that the question of the disposal of the Company’s assets outside Egypt should go 
to arbitration. This is a point which the Company itself will have to make, but 
you should avoid letting the Egyptians think their suggestion would be acceptable 
to us. 

3. The Company would prefer to meet the Egyptians in Rome rather than 
in New York, and will send representatives to Rome at 24 hours’ notice if you 
can assure us that the Egyptians will be willing to receive them. 

4. We should all much prefer that the Egyptians should negotiate with the 
Company as such. It might be possible to leave the status of the negotiators on 
the Company’s side vague. But we have agreed both with the French Government 
and the Company that if it is absolutely necessary in order to get negotiations 
started, we would be willing to acquiesce in the Company’s representatives being 
regarded by the Egyptians as representing the shareholders, i.e., that the discussions 
should be without prejudice to the question whether the Company that now exists 
in France is the same as that which the Egyptians claim to have nationalised. 

5. It was also agreed that you might, if you think it useful, make the following 
points with the Egyptians: — 

(a) There is no doubt that under French law the Company continues to exist. 

It has moreover an express mandate to negotiate on compensation from 
the shareholders, for whom no other form of representation would be 
acceptable or practicable. 

(b) The Egyptians cannot in practice obtain possession of the Company’s assets 

outside Egypt, nor would it advantage them, since their liability for 
compensation would be increased by the same amount. 

(c) The Company has in fact also been meeting its liabilities outside Egypt and 

is willing to continue to do so. This considerably reduces the burden 
which Egypt would otherwise have to carry. 

6. The Company are willing to give the Egyptians the fullest possible 
information about their assets and liabilities outside Egypt. They believe that the 
Egyptians have a much exaggerated idea of their amount. 


JE 1421/576 



Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 1272 Saving. Confidential) London, 

August 30, 1957. 

In spite of Mr. Hammarskjold’s optimism nothing has happened. Both we 
and the French have avoided dealing with this question bilaterally with the 
Egyptians, while making very clear to them the importance we attach to an early 
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settlement. In the current bilateral talks in Geneva the Egyptians have told the 
French that they will only meet with representatives of the shareholders not of the 
Company as such which they regard as nationalised. Meanwhile the Company 
are becoming increasingly restive about the lack of progress over their claim for 
compensation. 

2. If you see no objection please ask the Secretary-General whether he has 
any further indication of Egyptian intentions; and if not, whether he will urge 
them again to open talks with the Company’s representatives. At the same time 
you might enquire about the other outstanding questions on the Egyptian 
Declaration which Mr. Hammarskjdld put to Fawzi after the Security Council 
meetings (your telegram No. 1124). 


JE 1421/576 (3) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received September 12) 

(No. 303 Saving. Confidential) New York, 

September 10, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1272 Saving. 

The Secretary-General raised this question himself in a general discussion 
which we had yesterday evening. 

2. He said that, with the consent of M. Georges-Picot of the Universal 
Company, he had transmitted to Dr. Fawzi extracts of M. Georges-Picot’s personal 
letter to him. Fawzi’s reply had been to ask for a more-or-less personal advisory 
opinion from the Secretary-General on the question whether any dealings by the 
Egyptian Government with the Universal Company would be “ a denial of their 
own legislation”. Mr. Hammarskjdld had replied that it seemed to him that the 
Universal Company could, as M. Georges-Picot had suggested, be authorised by the 
shareholders to negotiate on their behalf without the question of the continued 
existence of the company after nationalisation being raised. 

3. Fawzi apparently told the Secretary-General’s representative who 
accompanied Wheeler in Cairo last week that he wished to make progress on 
negotiations before leaving to lead the Egyptian delegation to the 12th General 
Assembly. Hammarskjold’s guess was that Fawzi had only wanted an independent 
authority for his own view and that we were now “ practically at the end of the 
legal snag ”. 

4. I was not able to go into the question of progress on the other points raised 
by the Secretary-General with the Egyptian Government, but will try to do so at 
the next occasion. 


JE 1425/195 (4) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received October 21) 

(No. 405 Saving. Confidential) New York, 

October 19, 1957. 

My telegram No. 303 Saving. 

M. Jacques Georges-Picot called on me this morning and gave me an account 
of his recent conversations with Mr. Hammarskjdld. 

2. At Mr. Hammarskjdld’s request he had, last Thursday, given him a 
memorandum for transmission to Dr. Fawzi, setting out proposals by which the 
shareholders would approve the nomination of negotiators, one or two of whom 
would be from the Company’s directors and one or two from outside, to deal with 
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the Egyptians over compensation. A General Assembly of the shareholders could 
not be called before the beginning of next year to approve their nominations but 
the memorandum proposed that preliminary work should begin at once. 

3. Mr. Hammarskjdld had yesterday told M. Georges-Picot that Dr. Fawzi’s 
reaction had been that the memorandum seemed promising to him personally but 
that he would have to report it to his Government, and that it would require careful 
legal examination in Cairo. Dr. Fawzi had also made the following points: — 

(o) that it would be helpful if the British and French Governments as major 
shareholders could give their agreement that negotiations should be 
conducted in the framework of the Company; 

{b) that it might be difficult for negotiations to begin in advance of the meeting 
of the General Assembly of shareholders but that no time would really 
be lost as talks were already proceeding between the Egyptians and the 
World Bank and also the Chase Bank. 

4. M. Georges-Picot said his personal feeling was that there was little chance 
of any early progress and that the Egyptians were probably seeking to link the 
question of compensation to their negotiations with the banks for a loan. 


JE 1425/204 (5) 

Sir Gladwyn Jebb to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received October 31) 

(No. 273. Confidential) Paris, 

(Telegraphic) October 31, 1957. 

Mr. Eugene Black called this afternoon. By arrangement M. Georges-Picot 
was also present. The salient point in what he said (which Isaacson will amplify 
in London tomorrow) was that he had agreed to go to Egypt at Nasser’s invitation 
provided that Nasser allowed him to make a public statement to the effect that: — 

{a) Nasser had invited him; 

ib) The purpose of the visit was to see whether the Bank’s good offices might 
be useful in connexion with the payment of compensation to the Suez 
Canal Company once discussions between the parties began. 

2. Mr. Black had made it clear to the Egyptians that there could be no 
question of a loan from the World Bank until the question of compensation for the 
Suez Canal Company had been settled. 
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JE 1051/31G No. 33 

VISIT TO LONDON OF LIEUT.-GENERAL ABDEL KADER HALEM, 
EGYPTIAN DIRECTOR-GENERAL OF INFORMATION 

( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to Sir Pierson Dixon {New York) 

(No. 2341. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) September 20, J957. 

Following for Secretary of State from Minister of State for Foreign Affairs. 

Please see Hayter’s record of his talk with Colonel Hatem of September 19 
enclosed in Permanent Under-Secretary’s letter of same date to Laskey. 

2. Although suggestions made by Hatem are similar to those which have been 
mooted by Boustani and others interested in the re-establishment of Anglo- 
Egyptian relations and are therefore open to suspicion, Hatem is fairly close to 
Nasser. While his proposals may not have been cleared in detail in advance, it 
seems hardly likely that he would have approached us in this sense had he not beeji 
authorised to do so. At first sight the approach might suggest that Nasser was 
concerned over Russian penetration in Syria, &c., and anxious to reinsure himself 
with the West, though Hatem, in his talk with Hayter, was at pains to discount this. 
It does at all events suggest that Nasser is increasingly anxious to secure the release 
of some part of the sterling balances and that if he should achieve this, he would 
be ready to do a deal. 

3. As it stands, Hatem’s proposals are obviously unacceptable since they 
suggest that we should release £20 million from the sterling balances simply against 
a promise from Egypt to desequestrate the properties and pay an unspecified amount 
of compensation for the Egyptianised properties. Preliminary reactions here are, 
however, that the offer certainly should not be rejected out of hand, especially as 
it contains a number of favourable features such as the release of Swinburn and 
Zarb and writing off the damage at Port Said against the base. There has not yet 
been time to examine the matter in detail or consider whether we should make 
a counter offer or merely suggest that we would be glad to resume the Rome 
negotiations. We must, however, say something to Hatem not later than tomorrow 
and would like to know whether you see any objection to our saying that we have 
received his suggestions with interest and will follow them up further as soon as we 
have time to give them more detailed consideration. 

4. There are, of course, obvious political complications. We must be careful 
especially just at the present juncture not to give the Americans or our friends in the 
Arab countries the impression that we are running after Nasser. If, however, we 
concentrate on the compensation issue and treat this primarily as a technical 
problem, it ought not to be difficult to explain matters to our friends. In the 
meantime, however, you may like to mention the matter to Dulles. 

5. I have consulted Prime Minister who agrees. But it is vital that the 
Americans should not think we have any intention of unblocking in general or that 
they should relax their own pressures. 


JE I051/31G 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Foreign Office. (Received September 20) 

(No. 1517. Secret) New York. 

(Telegraphic) September 20, 1957. 

Following for Minister of State for Foreign Affairs from Secretary of State. 
Your telegram No. 2341: Egypt. 

1 agree and will speak to Mr. Dulles. 
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JE 1051/3IG 



Sir Pierson Dixon to Foreign Office. (Received September 22) 

(No. 1534. Secret) New York, 

(Telegraphic) September 21, 1957. 

For Minister of State for Foreign Affairs from Secretary of State. 

Your telegram No. 2341. 

I told Dulles this morning about Colonel Hatem’s talk with Hayter of 
September 19. I said that I thought a flat rejection of his approach was 
undesirable from the point of view of the general situation in the Middle East; and 
that we would be wiser to try to keep Nasser hoping. I knew the importance 
which the Americans attach to maintaining existing economic pressures on Egypt. 
There was no intention of making a bargain with Egypt behind the back of the 
United States Government. But there might be some advantage in present 
circumstances in showing willingness to explore further Colonel Hatem’s ideas, 
particularly with regard to compensation and other technical issues perhaps by 
another round of talks in Rome. I emphasised that we intended to decide nothing 
in this matter without consulting the Americans, and wished to keep them fully 
in the picture. 

2. Dulles agreed that there was no harm in a reply on these lines. Indeed 
he favoured the idea of keeping Nasser in play at this stage of Middle East 
developments. The way is, therefore, clear for you to act as proposed. 


JE 1051/31G (4) 

Foreign Office to Sir Pierson Dixon (New York) 

(No. 2368. Secret) 

(Telegraphic) September 22, 1957. 

Following for Secretary of State. 

With the Prime Minister’s approval Sir William Hayter saw Colonel Hatem 
again yesterday afternoon and told him that we were interested in his ideas and 
would like to pursue them further, but that the matter would need careful handling 
if it were not to go wrong, and much preparation would be required. One major 
point for us would be that compensation for Egyptianised properties, which were 
the major part of the former British properties in Egypt, would have to begin 
simultaneously with releases from sterling balances. Rather surprisingly Colonel 
Hatem did not demur but said that figures could not be settled now as between 
himself and Sir William Hayter, to which the latter agreed. 

2. Colonel Hatem referred again to the possible resumption of diplomatic 
relations. Sir William Hayter said this was a question of timing, and Colonel 
Hatem said he thought it should follow on an agreement of principle on financial 
questions. 

3. Colonel Hatem also alluded to a possible agreement about broadcasting. 
Sir William Hayter said this could be considered after resumption of diplomatic 
relations. 

4. Colonel Hatem repeated that there should be no difficulties about the 
release of Mr. Swinburn and Mr. Zarb. 

5. Sir William Hayter asked whether Colonel Hatem had any views on how 
we should follow these questions up. Did he contemplate a resumption of the Rome 
talks? Colonel Hatem said he would report back to Colonel Nasser (he is flying 
back to Cairo on Monday or Tuesday) and would let us know through the Swiss 
how we should proceed. 
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RK 10316/3 


No. 34 


TURKISH RAPPROCHEMENT WITH EGYPT 

( 1 ) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir James Bowker {Istanbul) 

(No. 68. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

Sir, August I, 1957. 

I am somewhat concerned by the number of reports from your Excellency 
suggesting that the Turkish Government have embarked on, and have publicly 
committed themselves to, a policy of reconciliation with Egypt. Although when 
questioned by your Excellency, M. Menderes maintained that there had been no 
sensational change in Turco-Egyptian relations, and although he was evidently under 
no illusions about Colonel Nasser’s equivocal attitude to the Baghdad Pact,, the 
recent Turkish moves can hardly be said to accord with our policy of going very 
slowly with Nasser and of giving him as little help as possible. As seen from here, 
it is particularly disconcerting that: 

(a) the alignment of Turkish policy with our own towards Nasser should 

apparently have depended so much on M. Birgi while he was at the 
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs; 

(b) the pro-Arab lobby in that Ministry should have achieved the present 

re-orientation of Turkish policy towards Egypt so soon after M. Birgi’s 
departure; 

(c) so far M. Menderes does not seem to have exerted himself to impose any 

restraint on this new policy, or to qualify the extravagant statements 
made in public, for example, by his Minister of Commerce; 

(d) although I note from your Commercial Department’s letter 11265/5 of 

July 24 that Turkey has probably gained more from the extension of 
credit facilities to Egypt than has Egypt herself, nevertheless, many of 
the goods from third countries which Egypt may offer as repayment for 
her imports from Turkey may well come from Communist bloc sources. 

2. Your Excellency may also like to know that the Quai d’Orsay have noted 
a change in the Turkish attitude towards Egypt. A delegation of officials from the 
Quai, led by the Directeur Afrique-Levant, M. Sebilleau, who came over on July 24 
to review events in the Middle East with my department, asked in the course of the 
discussion whether these recent moves betokened any cooling in the Turkish attitude 
towards the Baghdad Pact. They were told that, so far as Her Majesty’s 
Government were aware, there was no reason to suppose so: the Pact was in part a 
creation of Turkey, and the Turks could be expected to continue to give it their 
fullest support. 

3. I realise that, preoccupied as he is with internal affairs, the Turkish Prime 
Minister can only concern himself with major issues of foreign policy; and I find 
it difficult to believe that he, who is so staunch in his loyalty to the Baghdad Pact, 
would allow things to go too far. I should nevertheless be glad to receive your 
Excellency’s further assessment of the seriousness of this trend in Turkish policy, 
and of the extent to which, if at all, it has M. Menderes’ deliberate approval. That 
he has at least given it his tacit blessing would seem to be indicated by the fact that 
he informed his colleagues at the recent meeting of the Baghdad Pact Council in 
Karachi of the apparent desire of the Egyptian Government for more friendly 
relations, and invited us to comment. 

I am, &c. 

SELWYN LLOYD. 
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.Sir James Bowker to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received August 26) 

(No. 157. Confidential) British Embassy Residence, Istanbul, 

Sir, August 24,1957. 

In your despatch No. 68 of August 1 you commented on a number of reports 
which I have lately sent your department on the recent manifestations by the 
Turkish Government of friendliness towards Egypt, and invited my observations 
on the seriousness of this trend and the extent to which it can be considered to have 
the Turkish Prime Minister’s deliberate approval. 

2. I will answer the second question first. Though there is a Turkish Acting 
Foreign Minister and a number of more or less competent officials in the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Turkish foreign policy is personally directed and controlled, 
even in matters of detail and more particularly since M. Birgi’s departure for 
London, by M. Menderes, and the case of Egypt is certainly no exception. 
Moreover, though the reasons for this new policy towards Egypt may not be very 
obvious, M. Menderes identified himself with it at an early stage. He attended, 
for instance, the Turco-Egyptian football match in Istanbul last May and shortly 
after was present at the reception given on the Egyptian National Day by the 
Egyptian Charge d’Affaires in Ankara; a mark of attention which so far as I know 
is unique in my experience of 3^ years at this post. The other recent manifestations 
of the Turkish Government’s friendliness towards the present regime in Egypt have 
been reported as they have occurred and are known to the department. To them 
should be added the mutual suspension of attacks on the radio broadcasting systems 
of both countries. 

3. My United States colleague was, like myself, told by the Turkish Prime 
Minister in reply to his enquiries on the subject that Turco-Egyptian relations were 
going through a process of normalisation. M. Menderes added, however, that he 
was still ready to meet Colonel Nasser at any time and anywhere. Mr. Warren 
was subsequently instructed to tell M. Menderes that a visit by him to Colonel 
Nasser at this juncture would be bound to have a very unfortunate effect in 
Saudi-Arabia, Jordan and Iraq. To this M. Menderes replied that Nasser had not 
changed and would not dare to suggest such a visit. He went on to say that if 
Colonel Nasser were to issue such an invitation it would indicate a significant 
change of heart and Turkey, with her responsibilities towards the Arab countries, 
was obliged to keep a careful watch on possibilities of improving her relations with 
them. According to what the counsellor was told by his United States colleague, 
M. Menderes, on the same occasion, assured Mr. Warren that Turkey wished to 
keep in step with the United States as regards Egypt. She could not, however, 
expose herself in relation to the rest of the Arab world to the argument that she 
was rebutting friendly Egyptian overtures. But M. Menderes wished Mr. Warren 
to know that he was approaching the problem of re-establishing normal relations 
with Egypt with his eyes open and would not allow things to get out of hand. 

4. It is a fact, therefore, that there has recently been a new trend in Turco- 
Egyptian relations and that it has M. Menderes’ deliberate approval. While views 
may differ about its causes, I think the main explanation is to be found in what 
M. Menderes said to Mr. Warren as reported above. As I have often had occasion 
to remark, Turkey regards herself as specially designated, by her geographical 
position and her past associations, to play a special and leading part in the Middle 
East. I do not believe that this move fundamentally affects her resolution, 
implanted by Ataturk and of which the first full flowering took place with her 
admission to N.A.T.O., to advance as a Western Power closely bound to the 
Western family of nations; though the extent to which Turkey’s Western orientation 
may be effected, involuntarily by her developing commitments under the Baghdad 
Pact, and voluntarily by the increasingly Turkish-Muslim outlook of some of 
M. Menderes’ influential friends, or by a characteristic Turkish desire to 
demonstrate that her friendship must not be taken for granted, may well be a fitting 
subject for further study. But the point to be borne in mind is that alongside 
Turkey's consciousness of her destiny as a Western Power she remains acutely 
aware of her position in the Middle East. The Baghdad Pact, though in many 
ways a success for Turkish diplomacy, tended to estrange Turkey from other Arab 
States, particularly Egypt, in spite of M. Menderes’ special efforts to remain on good 
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terms with the latter. Her hopes that other Arab States would before long be 
attracted to the Baghdad Pact’s orbit were disappointed with the failure to secure 
the adherence of Jordan. Her recent overtures to Saudi Arabia have not, so far, 
had a very warm reception. There is no reason for special surprise that she should 
not have wished to turn down the recent advances from Egypt. If the way in which 
these advances has been met has seemed somewhat exaggerated, it must be 
remembered that foreign policy is decided by M. Menderes, who himself is apt to 
be impulsive. He may also very possibly have thought that improved relations with 
Egypt and the prospect of some Egyptian consumer goods might help him in the 
elections. But the initiative came from the Egyptians and there are as yet no real 
grounds for disbelieving M. Menderes’ assurance to my American colleague that 
he was continuing to deal with Egypt with his eyes open. 

5. I am sending copies of this despatch to Her Majesty’s Ambassadors at 
Washington, Baghdad, Tehran and Karachi. 

I have, &c. 

JAMES BOWKER. 
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RG 10316/5 


No. 35 


RELATIONS BETWEEN GREECE AND EGYPT 
Visit of Greek Prime Minister and Foreign Minister to Cairo 

Sir Roger Allen to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received September 3) 

(No. 175. Confidential) Athens, 

Sir, August 29, 1957. 

I have the honour to report that the Greek Prime Minister, accompanied by 
the Foreign Secretary, M. Averoff, paid an official visit to Cairo from the 17th of 
August to the 21st of August. During the course of their stay they carried on 
lengthy discussions with President Nasser and visited Alexandria where the bulk 
of the Greek colony in Egypt resides. 

2. The main purpose of M. Karamanlis’ trip was undoubtedly to see what 
could be done to protect this community, which I believe still numbers over 100,000. 
The results achieved, as the Greeks themselves admit, were very small indeed, and 
in fact amount to nothing more than a promise from Nasser that he would do his 
best. I understand that the Greeks put forward a concrete suggestion, namely 
that Greeks already employed in commercial enterprises in Egypt should not 
suffer as a result of Egyptian legislation. They refrained, however, from pressing 
the Egyptian Government to give any concrete undertakings about the status of 
those not already making a living in the country. Nasser is understood to have 
replied that there was nothing he could do at present about this because his 
Government had not yet made up their mind about the status of nationals of 
other Arab States resident in Egypt. In conversation with a member of my staff 
this morning, M. Liatis, the official from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs who 
accompanied the Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, gave the impression of 
being extremely gloomy about the future of Greek subjects, or for that matter 
nationals of any other foreign State in Egypt. Not only, he said, was there a wave 
of xenophobia and of religious fanaticism sweeping through the country, but he 
also thought the Egyptians themselves were fairly rapidly acquiring the technical 
skills necessary to fill posts which had previously been held by foreigners. He 
claimed, however, that President Nasser had at least approached the problem with 
understanding. The Greek Press meanwhile is highly critical of the Prime Minister 
on this point, as also on the question of the commercial debt of $14 million which 
Egypt owes to Greece and about which the Prime Minister seems to have obtained 
nothing more concrete than an undertaking to discuss. 

3. In general the Greek Minister for Foreign Affairs and his officials think 
that one or two encouraging signs emerged from the discussions in Cairo. They 
claim to have been given a very cordial reception and they attribute this not so 
much to the fact that Greece has not quarrelled with Egypt over Suez or any other 
international question, as to the visit being one from the Prime Minister of a 
country which belongs to the Western bloc. Nasser, they said, was evidently 
anxious to keep some link with the Western Powers, and in conversation was 
extremely cautious in what he said about Great Britain and France. He was much 
more outspoken about the Americans and especially about the Eisenhower doctrine. 
One impression received was that he would eagerly seize upon any differences 
which arose between ourselves and the Americans, in order to play the one off 
against the other. As regards Her Majesty’s Government in particular, he seemed 
not unwilling to restore normal relations but saw no necessity to make the first 
move himself. 

4. The Greek visitors were naturally keenly interested in the Communist 
danger. M. Liatis told Mr. Lambert this morning that he thought the risk of 
Egypt going Communist by internal combustion was very small. He thought that 
Nasser and his immediate entourage were anti-Communist but that there might 
be some extreme-Left elements on the fringes of the Government. Unfortunately 
President Kuwatly had only arrived in Alexandria the day before M. Karamanlis 
left and Nasser said little or nothing to him (or so the Greeks claim) about .Syria 
during their visit. 
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5. The discussions with Nasser were apparently very long and the Greeks 
claim to have given him some sound advice, particularly in regard to the possibility 
of “ getting along ” with the Americans. M. Averoff said they spoke bluntly, and 
as people with first-hand experience, about the Communist danger, and made clear 
their loyalty to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation. They stressed their desire 
for friendship with the Arabs, but only in so far as this did not conflict with their 
ties with the Western world. This may be so, but my impression is that Nasser 
did most of the talking and that his visitors were considerably impressed by his 
exposition of his problems and the reasonableness of his approach to international 
questions. Presumably Cyprus was discussed, but so far I have been unsuccessful 
in obtaining any reliable information about what was said. 

6. I am sending a copy of this despatch to Her Majesty’s Ambassadors in 
Ankara and Washington and to the Governor of Cyprus. 

I have, &c. 

ROGER ALLEN. 
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No. 36 

SECOND ANGLO-EGYPTIAN FINANCIAL TALKS IN ROME (AND 
CERTAIN POLITICAL CONVERSATIONS INCLUDING EGYPTIAN 
ASSURANCES ABOUT THE RELEASE OF Mr. ZARB AND 
Mr. SWINBURN)—(16) AND (17), OCTOBER 9-14, 1957, NOVEMBER 4^ 
DECEMBER 12, 1957 


( 1 ) 

Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty's Representatives 

(No. 72 Guidance. Confidential) October 4, 1957. 

On September 28 it was announced in London and Cairo that the Anglo- 
Egyptian financial talks begun in Rome in May would be resumed there on 
October 9, and it was hoped it would be possible, following the British fact-finding 
mission to Egypt (Guidance telegram No. 69), to carry the negotiations a stage 
further. 

2. The talks will be technical and financial: covering, as before, British 
property in Egypt, Egyptian blocked sterling balances, and resumption of current 
trade. They will not cover resumption of diplomatic relations or wider problems. 

3. Neither side has entered into any commitments in advance. We are going 
into the talks open-minded. Our objectives are unchanged: desequestration with 
compensation for damage done, and full compensation for assets not restored. 

4. As is appropriate for technical talks the United Kingdom delegation will 
be constituted much as before, led by Sir Denis Rickett (Treasury) supported by 
officials of Treasury, Bank of England, Board of Trade and Foreign Office. 

5. For our part we do not want to encourage publicity. The Egyptians are 
putting out propaganda statements (cf. The Times of October 2) on which we have 
declined to comment. In answer to questions you may draw freely on paragraphs 
1-4 above. You should decline to speculate on the outcome or consequences of 
the talks. 

6. Friendly Governments may ask: — 

{a) who took the initiative; and 

(^) how this sudden resumption squares with the unsatisfactory results of our 
recent fact-finding mission to Egypt. 

(a) We are not prepared to state in public who took the initiative, but you may, if 
pressed, say for the confidential information of friendly Governments that these 
arrangements stem from an approach by Colonel Hatem while over here for the 
Inter-Parliamentary Conference. 

(b) Although the fact-finding mission was not given full co-operation by the 
Egyptians, a considerable quantity of information was obtained, and we cannot 
forgo any opportunity of making further progress towards desequestration, &c., of 
our substantial properties in Egypt. 


JE 1158/11 (2) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received October 9) 

(No. 617. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) October 9, 1957. 

Following from delegation. 

Our opening meeting had been fixed for this afternoon but was not held 
since, at a preliminary talk which Zaki had with Rickett beforehand, it seemed 
that the Egyptians had not understood the basis for the negotiations discussed with 
Hatem by Ross. The formula communicated to Hatem had stated quite clearly 
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that payment of compensation would have to begin simultaneously with releases 
from the sterling balances. In spite of this Zaki appeared to believe that we had 
agreed to resume talks on the understanding that: 

(fl) the first stage would be desequestration of British property by the Egyptians 
and the unblocking by us of Egyptian No. 1 Account; 

(b) the second stage would be that agreed machinery should be set up for the 

assessment of claims to compensation; and 

(c) when finally assessed this compensation should be paid by means of releases 

from the No. 2 Account. 

2. Since on these proposals the No. 1 Account would be unblocked at the 
first stage current trade would also be resumed at the same time. 

3. Rickett showed Zaki a copy of the formula given to Hatem which Zaki 
said he had not seen before although he had been given the gist of it by Hatem 
in Arabic over the telephone. He seemed concerned at the misunderstanding which 
had arisen. His instructions were based on the conviction of the Egyptian 
Government that we had agreed to unblock the No. 1 Account in return for 
desequestration. He would prefer that we should not hold any formal meetings 
until he had had a chance to refer to his Government. 

4. He suggested at first that the difficulty might have to be straightened out in 
London where it had arisen. Later, however, he made a suggestion which he 
emphasised was purely personal and could not be reported to London as an 
Egyptian proposal. (Please do not, therefore, mention it to Hatem). This was that 
since we were not prepared to make any sterling release until compensation 
payments began and since they saw difficulty in desequestrating British property 
without any sterling release, the best solution would be that these three things 
should take place simultaneously at Stage 1. Since compensation could not be 
paid in full until it had been assessed, this meant that there should be an initial 
payment on account. 

5. We said that we had no authority to discuss a proposal on these lines but 
that we would of course refer it to our Government if it was made as an Egyptian 
proposal. 

6. In further discussion Zaki raised the question of the sterling release due 
under the releases agreement next January and said that if the No. 1 Account had 
been unblocked in return for an initial payment of compensation he assumed that 
this release would be made in the normal manner. We said that it was useless to 
think of any proposal under which the No. 1 Account would be unblocked in full 
and therefore be available to be credited with normal release next January. In 
any event we thought that the question of such a release was closely bound up with 
the present negotiations for compensation. 

7. Zaki will now refer to his Government and hopes to be in a position to get 
in touch with us again on Friday. In the meantime we have agreed that there 
should be a sub-committee meeting tomorrow to discuss the conditions under which 
current trade might be resumed if there were an agreement. We shall explain our 
requirements about non-discriminatory treatment for our exports. 

8. Zaki has also suggested that there might be a similar informal discussion 
on Friday morning about the machinery for the assessment of compensation. On 
this we have limited ourselves so far to iwo points: — 

(a) that such machinery would have to be joint machinery with provision for 
the representation of the former owners of the property; 

ib) that there would have to be provision for resolving any disagreement, e.g., 
by arbitration. 

9. In discussing compensation we made it clear that the United Kingdom 
Government did not accept the Egyptianisation of British assets and objected 
particularly to the discriminary fashion in which this had been carried out. Zaki 
appeared to be quite firm in saying that the process of Egyptianisation could not 
be reversed. 
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JE 1158/17 



Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received October 12) 


(No. 633. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) October 12,1957. 

Following from delegation. 

Zaki asked to see Rickett this morning. He explained that the basis on which 
he now understood that we were prepared to negotiate was so different from that 
on which his instructions had been framed that he thought that probably his best 
^urse would be to return to Cairo in order to discuss matters with his Government. 
He then said telephone conversations with Cairo had shown that the proposal he 
had tentatively outlined on Thursday morning (my telegram No. 617) would not 
be acceptable. Cairo were not prepared to agree to full desequestration of British 
assets without the release of the No. 1 Account in return. He asked whether we 
were prepared to resume trade on both sides as a first step. This might be followed 
by the desequeslration of some (repeat some) companies and by a token payment 
of compensation. In return the United Kingdom would make an immediate release 
of the No. 1 Sterling Account. 

2. Rickett said that he would, of course, refer to London any proposal which 
was put forward officially by the Egyptian Government, but he could say that 
any proposal which required us to resume current trade without anything in return 
was not likely to be acceptable. 

3. After some further discussion, in which Zaki’s object was clearly to 
discover what our minimum terms might be, he said that he would now have to 
await a message from his Government. He asked that there should be a further 

meeting later in the day. Subsequently he rang up and postponed this until Mondav 
morning. 


JE 1158/24 



Foreign Office to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 


Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) October 15,1957. 

Following for Secretary of State. 

Zaki told Rickett on Monday that he would have to return to Cairo for a day 
Rickett has therefore also returned for consultations. He will return 
on Thursday to Rome where sub-committees are continuing useful work. 

2. You will not want a detailed interim report but you should see the text of 
a minute to the Prime Minister from Sir Roger Makins. This is contained in our 
immediately following telegram. 

^ 3. The first two possibilities listed in this minute both go beyond our previous 

idea of a £5 million sweetener in return for desequestration. In both cases we would 
^ prepared to remove all restrictions from the No. 1 Account subject to provisions 
designed to limit the amount of cash the Egyptians would actually secure. These 
provisions (which would of course be played up in our public presentation) include 
in the first case an advance payment of compensation and in the second case a 
payment back in to the No. 2 Account of a substantial part of the balance now 
standing on the No. 1 Account. 
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JE 1158/24 (5) 

Foreign Office to Sir Harold Caccia (Washington) 

(No. 4154. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) October 15, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text of minute to Prime Minister. 

You will remember that when you considered paper O.M.E. 57/60 about the 
handling of the Anglo-Egyptian talks you decided that the first step should be for 
the Foreign Secretary to discover the attitude of the Americans. We now have a 
telegram giving the views of the American State Department at the official level. 
In effect they raise no objection to negotiations with a view to reaching an 
agreement, provided that the result is demonstrably to our advantage and gives as 
little political advantage to Nasser as possible. The Crown Prince of Iraq and the 
King of Jordan have asked us not to bolster up Nasser economically. 

2. You may wish to await confirmation of the Americans’ views in the 
telegram to be expected shortly from the Foreign Secretary reporting his talk with 
Mr. Dulles. Sir Denis Rickett, who is now back in London, has to return to Rome, 
however, on Thursday to resume talks with the Egyptians and should therefore be 
given further instructions. You may like to have the following notes for 
consideration in advance of the Foreign Secretary’s telegram. 

3. Assuming that Mr. Dulles’ views are on much the same lines as those of his 
department, the discussions resumed in Rome should presumably proceed on the 
basis that we are ready to reach an agreement provided that it can be obtained on 
sufficiently advantageous terms. (Such an agreement is desirable partly for political 
reasons here—and partly because the resumption of direct contacts between London 
and Cairo which would follow would on the whole be to our political advantage), 

4. A satisfactoty agreement should include the resumption of trade, the 
desequestration of British assets, and also if possible the return of some of the assets 
which have been Egyptianised. The best outcome would be that in addition the 
Egyptians should recognise their responsibility to pay compensation for loss or 
damage to sequestrated assets and for assets Egyptianised, and should give us an 
effective guarantee that they will do so. This might take the form of an advance 
payment to Her Majesty’s Government of an agreed sum. Her Majesty’s 
Government would no doubt be under some pressure to distribute it as an 
instalment to United Kingdom claimants. This would, however, raise serious 
administrative difficulties since it would scarcely be possible without some 
preliminary screening of claims in order to ensure that some were not unduly 
inflated in comparison with others. The alternative would be that Her Majesty’s 
Government should receive the money as “ stakeholder ” until it could be used for 
the payment of claims as and when they were assessed under agreed arrangements. 

5. To get an agreement on these lines we should probably have to offer the 
Egyptians sterling releases out of their No. 1 account of up to, say, £10 million in 
return for the advance payment of compensation of, say, £10-£15 million. It would 
add to the bargaining value of this offer if the whole of the Egyptian No. 1 account 
amounting to £27-6 million (at the face value of the securities held in the account) 
could be freed from restrictions. This would be possible if the cash release and 
the advance payment of the compensation together exhausted the balance on the 
account. There would have to be in addition an exchange of letters recording that 
such an agreement superseded our present commitment to release £20 million from 
the No. 2 account on January 1, 1958. In place of this we would agree to make 
further releases only in proportion to further amounts paid in final settlement of 
compensation. 

6. Another possible course would be a rather more limited agreement based 
on the resumption of trade, the desequestration of British assets, and the return (if 
we can achieve this) of some of the property that has been Egyptianised. To get 
these concessions from the Egyptians we should have to offer some partial release 
from the sterling balances of the order of £5-£10 million. Here again it would add 
to the bargaining value of the offer if it could be presented as a full release of the 
No. 1 account. This might be arranged by getting the Egyptians to transfer anything 
over and above this £5-£10 million back into their No. 2—blocked—account, while 
releasing us from having to transfer £20 million from the No. 2 account next 
January. 
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7. A third and still more limited agreement would cover simply the 
resumption of current trade and the desequestration of part only of the British assets 
held by the Egyptians. This would be the least satisfactory alternative from our 
point of view and would not be acceptable unless the Egyptians gave us substantial 
desequestration, i.e., at least all private non-commercial assets, in return for a 
resumption of trade. There are indications that the Egyptians may propose an 
agreement of this kind. 

8. I recommend that Sir Denis Rickett on his return to Rome should be 
authorised to explore these three possibilities. 

9. The Foreign Office have been consulted and agree at the official level. 


JE 1158/26 



Foreign Office to Paris 


(No. 2898 Saving. Secret) October 16, 1957. 

The Anglo-Egyptian financial talks in Rome, which began on October 9 from 
the point where the previous talks in May ended, have got off to a slow start. The 
head of the Egyptian delegation, having derived from Colonel Hatem an over- 
optimistic view of our position, has returned to Cairo for fresh instructions. It is 
not yet possible to say if there are the makings of a financial settlement. But 
if there are, it will be necessary to consider it not only on its merits, but also in 
relation to our policy toward Egypt generally, and to Nasser’s position in the Middle 
East. 

2. It seems very probable that Nasser wants to resume more normal relations 
with us and the French. The approach made by Colonel Hatem in London provides 
the most comprehensive, but by no means the only, evidence of this desire. It is 
less clear why this should be so. He is probably influenced by the following 
factors:— 

(a) need of the money and of the goods and services which sterling in particular 

can buy; 

(b) pressure from Asian countries whose trade with Egypt traditionally 

conducted in sterling, has been interrupted too long; 

(c) pressure from Arab Governments who genuinely desire good relations with 

both Egypt and us but on whom the strain of trying to keep in with both 
is beginning to tell; 

(d) possibly (though the evidence is not convincing) he feels that his position 

as leader of the Arab world is progressively weakening, and he may 
therefore hope to gain in prestige from what he would try to represent 
as a victory; 

(e) alarm at the extent to which first Egypt and now Syria are becoming 

dependent on the Soviet bloc, and therefore the wish to reinsure with the 
West sufficiently to give himself more freedom of action and to extract 
the maximum advantage for his country by playing off either side 
against the other; 

(/) as a variant of this policy, he may aim at encouraging the influence of the 
United Kingdom, if not France, in the Middle East, as a third force 
which would ease the position of the Arab countries squeezed between 
the rival pressures of the United States and the Soviet Union. 

3. If there is a financial settlement, it will be difficult to keep it entirely 
divorced from the wider political concepts. For example, the desequestration of 
British property, resumption of current trade and the meeting of a large number of 
individual claims for compensation (possible elements of a settlement) would almost 
certainly make it necessary for us to have some official representation in Cairo with 
diplomatic immunity and right of access to Ministers. Even though the resumption 
of full diplomatic relations were left for a further period, we should expect Nasser 
to exploit even a partial return to normal as a success for his policy, and if we 
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decided to make this move we should have to pay careful attention to timing and 
public presentation. It is essential that we do not appear to abandon the Middle 
East to Soviet attempts to subvert the area through Egypt and Syria. On the other 
hand, it can no longer be argued with certainty that the maintenance of economic 
pressure on Egypt will bring Nasser down or extract better terms from him. There 
are no forms of additional economic pressure which would not hurt us as much as 
Egypt, if not more. 

4. In short the criterion by which we must be guided is that any agreement 
with the Egyptians must not be such as to appear to give them more than we get. 
But we want a favourable agreement if we can get one. 

5. I have ensured that we are moving in step with the United States. The 
Americans propose to withhold the Egyptian blocked dollar balances until steps 
have been taken towards a settlement with the Suez Canal Company. This is also 
our criterion for any substantial release from the blocked sterling balances. I have 
just discussed this subject with Mr. Dulles in Washington, and we found ourselves 
in agreement. 

6. You may at your discretion inform the French Government of the first four 
paragraphs above, if so, you should point out that detailed information on our 
negotiations is being given to them both in London and in Rome. 



Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 


(No. 83 Guidance. Secret) October 24, 1957. 

My telegram No. 2898 Saving to Paris. 

As the talks were interrupted by Zaki's return to Cairo, Sir Denis Rickett 
returned to London on October 14 and the remainder of the Delegation is now 
being temporarily withdrawn. The Egyptian position appeared to be that the 
Anglo-Egyptian sterling releases agreements must be allowed to function again 
(including the removal of all restrictions from the blocked No. 1 Account) at the 
same time as Egyptian sequestration measures were cancelled, and trade resumed. 
The United Kingdom position was that, in addition to desequestration, payment 
of compensation (or at least a substantial payment on account) must begin 
simultaneously with any release from the No. 1 Account. 

2. Colonel Hatem left London for Cairo on October 22. Before leaving he 
asked whether we could make a proposal which would get the talks going again. 
He was authorised to report to his (jovernment that the United Kingdom would 
be prepared to discuss a proposal to include the resumption of trade on a non- 
discriminatory basis, the orderly desequestration of British assets, and a satisfactory 
advance payment from the No. 1 Account for compensation. If this advance 
payment were large enough we could remove the present restrictions on the No. 1 
Account (/.<?., give them the balance). If the Egyptians genuinely want to come 
to terms we should expect them to be willing to resume negotiations on this basis, 
in spite of uncompromising statements put out in Cairo. 

3. Meanwhile in answer to Press enquiries we are taking the line that there 
has been no break and that Sir Denis Rickett can return to Rome at any time 
once we know when Zaki will be there. 

4. Paragraphs 1 and 2 are for your own information only. You may use 
paragraph 3 freely. To friendly Governments you may add at your discretion that 
in face of Egyptian propaganda statements, which do not advance the prospects 
of an agreement, we have remained silent in the expectation that if the Egyptians 
really want a settlement they will resume the talks on a more realistic basis. 
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JE 1158/58 (8) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke {Rome) 

(No. 1307. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) November 13, 1957. 

Following for delegation. 

Draft Heads of Agreement are contained in my immediately following telegram. 

2. The points which Ministers wish to make clear are: — 

{a) You are to get as near as possible to your starting figure of £37 million and 
should in no case accept less than £30 million. 

{b) It must be clearly understood and stated that this sum is a payment 
on account of our claims in respect of Egyptianised property. 

(c) It follows that this does not represent a final settlement and that we retain 
our full rights in respect of the balance of our claims. 

{d) We wish however to retain discretion in the application of this sum as 
between Egyptianised property and losses on sequestrated property. 
This point is covered by paragraphs 3 (c) and 5 {b) of the draft heads 
of agreement. Ministers attach considerable importance to it. 

(e) You should get the best provisions you can on arbitration. 

3. Any draft heads of agreement reached will of course be ad referendum 
to Governments. As you are aware Her Majesty’s Government before reaching 
a decision will wish to take account of related political factors at the time, in 
particular: — 

{a) progress made on the question of compensation for the Suez Canal 
Company; 

ib) the position in the United Nations on surcharge for recovery of canal 
clearance costs; 

(c) Zarb and Swinburn. 

While of course these do not form part of the agreement you are trying to reach, 
Zaki should be left in no doubt that Her Majesty’s Government’s attitude towards 
reaching an agreement will be influenced by them. 


JE 1158/58 (9) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke (Rome) 

(No. 1308. Confidential) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) November 13, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following for delegation. 

Following is draft of Heads of Agreement. 

It is agreed between the United Kingdom and Egyptian delegations that an 
agreement regarding Anglo-Egyptian financial and commercial relations and British 
property, rights and interests in Egypt should now be drafted on the following 
lines. 

2. The agreement shall not apply to United Kingdom property situated in 
the Suez Canal Base (as defined in paragraph 1 of Part A of Annex II to the 
Suez Canal Base Agreement of October 19, 1954), but shall apply to all other 
property, rights and interests in Egypt of the United Kingdom or its nationals as 
they existed on October 31, 1956. 

3. The Egyptian Government shall 

(a) nullify all measures, including measures of seizure, sequestration or control, 
taken by it against such property, rights or interests between October 31, 
1956, and the coming into force of the agreement; 
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{b) make provision for the orderly return of all such property, rights and 
interests unless the owner has freely disposed thereof without duress or 
fraud; 

(c) pay compensation in cases where such property, rights or interests cannot 
be returned or have suffered injury or damage as a result of the measures 
referred to in sub-paragraph (a) of this paragraph, or as a result of the 
Egyptian Government’s failure to protect such property, rights or 
interests between October 31, 1956, and the return of the same to the 
owners. 

4. The two Governments shall establish agreed machinery for the settlement 
by impartial arbitration of any disputes which may arise in giving effect to 
paragraph 3 (^) or ic) hereof. 

5. — (a) The Egyptian Government shall facilitate the transfer to persons not 
resident in Egypt of sums paid by way of compensation under paragraph 3 (c) 
hereof. 

(b) The Egyptian Government shall pay to the United Kingdom Government 
as an advance on account in respect of compensation payable under paragraph 3 (c) 
hereof the sum of £x million, comprising iA million from the No. 1 Account of 
the National Bank of Egypt and £B million from the No. 2 Account. 

6. The Egyptian Government shall provide transfer facilities for sums realised 
by the sale of the property, rights or interests mentioned in paragraph 3 (a) hereof 
in cases where the owners decide not to resume residence or to carry on business 
in Egypt. 

7. Upon the Egyptian Government complying with the requirements of 
paragraphs 3 (a) and 5 (b) here of the United Kingdom Government shall forthwith 
remove the restrictions imposed on July 27, 1956, on the No. 1 Account of the 
National Bank of Egypt and on the accounts of Egyptian residents, and the 
restrictions subsequently imposed on the movement of sterling securities owned by 
Egyptian nationals. (Provided that this paragraph shall not apply to accounts in 
the name of the Compagnie Universelle du Canal Maritime de Suez.) 

8. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Sterling Releases Agreement of 
July 1, 1951, as modified by the Exchange of Notes of August 30, 1955, the question 
of any future release of sums standing to the credit of the No. 2 Account (other 
than that provided for in paragraph 5 (b) hereof) shall be examined from time to 
time by two Governments in the light of progress made in effecting payment of 
compensation under paragraph 3 (c) hereof. 

9. The two Governments shall take steps to resume normal commercial 
relations between the two countries on a sterling basis. 

10. Without prejudice to the generality of the provisions of paragraph 3 
hereof, the Egyptian Government shall 

(a) assess and pay the compensation due to British officials dismissed in 1951 

in respect of which an Exchange of Notes dated October 19, 1954, 
provided for the establishment of a Commission; 

(b) provide for the release to the beneficial owners of securities held on behalf 

of United Kingdom nationals and British schools and charitable 
organisations, to the order of banks in Egypt, by United Kingdom or 
other banks outside Egypt; 

(c) permit at an early date capital transfers to the sterling area for which 

application had been made prior to July 27, 1956, in accordance with 
the system established by the Exchange of Notes of August 30, 1955. 

11. The two Governments shall accord such visa and other facilities as may 
be necessary for the implementation of the agreement and in particular shall arrange 
for the expeditious issue of exit visas on request. 
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JE 1158/70 (10) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 14) 

(No. 738. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) November 14, 1957. 

Following from Rickett. 

Zaki asked to see me this morning. 

He brought Arafa with him. He said that he had now received a reply from 
his Government which was as follows: — 

(a) Figures 

They required a cash release now and in January (in addition to the 
£6 million for pre-zero contracts) totalling £35 million in all. In return they 
were prepared to make an advance payment of compensation of £30 million 
of which not more than £16 million should be distributed immediately as an 
interim payment to the claimants. They would ask that as soon as the 
compensation due in respect of any single firm had been agreed there should 
be an immediate supplementary release from the No. 2 to the No. 1 account 
to the extent that compensation had been paid from the No. 1 account (you 
will remember that Zaki’s original proposal was that this supplementary 
release should be made in one lump sum when compensation had been finally 
assessed and paid). 

(b) Egyptianisation 

In order to demonstrate their friendly attitude the Egyptian Government 
had given instructions that no further assets should be Egyptianised. 

(c) Suez Canal 

In order to prove their willingness to keep their word and to come to a 
friendly solution of the Suez Canal question his Government had approached 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development and asked for 
their help in finding a compromise and in devising a method of evaluating and 
providing reasonable compensation to the shareholders of the company. 

2. In reply I said that I welcomed the statements in ib) and id) above. On 
the question of figures I said that the idea of a progressive release was something of 
a departure from Zaki’s original proposal. I would, however, refer it to my 
Government for their consideration. 

3. On the question of compensation, I said that as Zaki knew our figure was 
£37 million. In the light, however, of his present offer it should be possible to 
continue discussions on this point. 

4. Finally, on the question of the cash release, I said that a figure of £35 million 
was quite impossible. As Zaki knew, we regarded the payment of compensation 
as being an advance payment only and there would undoubtedly be a considerable 
balance of further claims to be settled. If, however, we were now to make a cash 
release of £35 million this together with the advance payment of compensation 
would, on his figure of £30 million, leave only £5 million or so in the No. 2 account. 

5. Zaki said that this proposal was his Government’s last word and it would 
be unfortunate if no agreement were reached particularly in the tight of what he 
had said about their willingness to settle the question of the Suez Canal Company. 

6. I said that it would be unfortunate from every point of view if there were 
no agreement particularly after the progress which we had seemed to be making 
in the last 10 days. Since he had told me that this was his Government’s last word 
I must, of course, report it to my Government. I felt quite sure, however, that 
they would not be able to accept it. 

7. We will telegraph comments later. 
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JE 1158/71 (11) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 14) 

(No. 739. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) November 14,1957. 

Our telegram No. 738. 

Following from Delegation. 

You will no doubt consider whether as part of a satisfactory, repeat satisfactory, 
agreement on figures we should be prepared to meet Zaki's request that the 
supplementary release from the No. 2 account should be made not as a single lump 
sum when compensation had been finally assessed and paid, but progressively as and 
when claims for compensation are dealt with. If we regard the payment of such 
claims as “ Agreed Capital Transfers ” the Egyptians would in fact be entitled to 
releases in respect of them under the Sterling Releases Agreement. 

2. On the other hand even if quite a substantial sum were left in the No. 2 
account (e.g., £15 million on our figures of £18 million cash and £37 million 
compensation) there would still be some risk in allowing additional releases from 
the No. 2 account until we knew what the full amount due for compensation was. 
Our contacts with the Egyptian Delegation have given us the impression that 
desequestration (and de-Egyptianisation to the extent that it takes place) will reveal 
a chaotic state of affairs and we should allow for this in estimating what the final 
bill for compensation may be. 

3. In any event on the figures now proposed by [group undecipherable ? Zaki] 
such a concession would have little significance since with cash releases totalling 
£35 million they would have paid only £3 million of the advance payment for 
compensation from the No. 1 account. 

4. The proposed figure of 30 million for compensation is a step in the right 
direction and provides scope for further bargaining. 

5. The cash release asked for of £35 million seems to be quite out of the 
question even if it proved to be a breaking point with tlie Egyptians. It would leave 
only £35 million however this might be split between advance payment to us and 
the remainder of the No. 2 account {e.g., if they gave us £30 million there would 
only be £5 million left in the No. 2 account). Having regard to what we have said 
above about the possible size of the bill for compensation this does not seem 
justifiable as a settlement. 

6. We are in some doubt whether this latest proposal is in fact the Egyptians’ 
last word. It may, repeat may, be one more attempt to bargain. We assume, 
however, that even if it were their last word you would not regard it as acceptable. 
If so, there would be some advantage in rejecting it promptly since this will show 
that we are not bluffing. 

7. If Zaki were to ask whether we were willing to make any counter proposal, 
we should offer to continue discussion of the amount of the advance payment of 
compensation on the basis of our present respective positions. On the figure for 
the cash release you may feel that we should be justified in increasing the amount 
by £2 or £3 million, but no more. If we did, we should try to get in return a rather 
better figure for compensation. 


JE 1158/71 (12) 

Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Ashley Clarke {Rome) 

(No. 1335. Secret) Foreign Office, 

(Telegraphic) November 15, 1957. 

Your telegrams Nos 738 and 739. 

Following for Delegation. 

We agree that you should at once reject the Egyptian offer and act as 
you propose in first sentence of your paragraph 7. 
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2. We do not rule out a possible increase in the release to the Egyptians, 
although we dislike it because once we go above the value of the present No. 1 
account there is no clear demarcation line. If we increased our payment, the 
Egyptians would, as you say, have to pay more than the £30 million which they have 
offered. 

3. But we should prefer you to explore the ground in the direction of a 
reduction in the advance payment to us towards your bottom limit of £30 million. 
That in our view is much the better course. By reducing the advance payment we 
merely defer our claim for payment and keep blocked the potential means for 
satisfying it. Further cash released to the Egyptians would be gone for ever. 

4. Please proceed accordingly, unless you see strong objection; in which case 
you may play the hand as you propose in the last two sentences of your paragraph 7. 

5. Whatever sum is paid on account to us must be under our control, although 
we are prepared to encash in a way as favourable as possible to the Egyptians. 


JE 1158/72 (13) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 16) 

(No. 745. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) November 16, 1957. 

Your telegram No. 1335. 

Following from Rickett. 

On receipt of your telegram I had a short talk with Zaki yesterday evening 
before dinner. I said that my Government had now considered the proposal which 
he had put to me and that, as I had fancied, they were not able to accept it. 

2. Zaki asked me whether I had anything to add about the negotiations. I 
said once more that if we could revert to the position as it had stood at our meetings 
last Saturday, we could continue the talks. But so long as the gap between us on 
the figure for the cash release was so wide I could see no hope of progress. 

3. Zaki then asked whether we would consider giving them a cash release of 
a nominal (repeat nominal) value of (group undecipherable ? £35 million]. He did 
not seem very clear what this would mean in terms of actual value, but finally 
mentioned a figure of £25 million. I said that this was still much too high and that 
on the figure of the cash release we had virtually no room to move. I appealed to 
him to recognise that what we had offered them was, as the Cairo Press was now 
saying, a full release of the No. 1 account, the uncommitted balance on which was 
£18 million. We would continue to discuss the amount of the compensation 
payment on the basis of our present respective positions. 

4. Zaki then asked whether we could do anything on the two points he had 
put to me. First about the spreading of the liquidation of the securities over three 
years and, secondly, on the granting of a supplementary release progressively as and 
when compensation was assessed for each firm. 

5. I said that these points had been referred to London. I could make no 
promises at all. The second was obviously difficult, since it meant releasing more 
cash before the final bill for compensation was known. The first proposal could 
certainly not be considered except on the basis that the cost of borrowing was 
charged to the compensation account. 

6. This lead Zaki to say that there would be an offset to the compensation in 
the shape of their war damage claims. I said that I hoped that he would not try to 
widen the scope of the negotiations, which were already difficult enough, by bringing 
in governmental claims. I had thought that we had agreed from the start to confine 
ourselves at present to the question of sterling balances and private British claims. 

7. At the conclusion of the talk I said that it must be clear by now to Zaki 
that we had only limited room for manoeuvre and that it was important to decide 
quickly whether we were going to agree on the figures or not. There was still a great 
deal to be done on other points and on the drafting of an agreement if there was one. 

8. Zaki replied that he would now report again to his Government and hoped 
to let us know not later than Monday whether they could continue the talks or not. 
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JE 1158/74 (14) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 20) 

(No. 760. Secret) 

(Telegraphic) November 19, 1957. 

Our telegram No. 745. 

Following from Delegation. 

After some prodding from us, Zaki agreed to have a meeting at the African 
Institute this afternoon. 

2. Zaki said that since our rejection of his last offer (recorded in our telegram 
under reference) the matter had been reconsidered at different levels within the 
Egyptian Government and that he was now finally authorised to make the following 
definite proposal: — 

(a) Cash Release. —^An immediate release of £25 million. 

{b) Compensation. —^£25 million should be paid to Her Majesty’s Government 
as an advance payment of compensation on the following conditions: — 

(i) no payment to be made to the claimants for a period of six months 

(in order to minimise the loss from the realisation of securities) 
and then not to exceed £16 million; 

(ii) the remaining £9 million of the advance payment not to be 

distributed to claimants until the final assessment had been 
completed. 

(c) Arbitration. —^The Egyptian Government would only accept arbitration if 

the British Government agreed in their turn to accept it in respect of 
Egyptian claims for war damage. 

(d) Balance of Compensation. —^The balance of the compensation, if any, over 

and above £25 million should be paid only after agreement had been 
reached on Egyptian claims for war damage. 

(e) Supplementary Releases. —Supplementary releases were to be made 

progressively from the No. 2 to the No. 1 account as and when the 
amount due for compensation in respect of each firm was assessed. The 
amount of the release was to be equal to the excess, if any, of the 
Egyptian estimate over the final estimate. Thus if in the case of 
Company A, the Egyptian estimate of compensation was £1 million and 
the final assessment was £i million, a supplementary release would be 
made of £i million. But if the final assessment was equal to or larger 
than the Egyptian estimate no supplementary release would be made. 

if) Deferred Realisation of Securities. —Compensation payments should be 
financed by means of a loan on lines already proposed in our telegram 
No. 727. The Egyptian Government were ready to agree that the 
interest charge should be deducted from the advance payment of 
compensation provided that the amount so deducted did not exceed 
the amount credited to the account in respect of interest on the securities 
held in it. 

3. We commented on these proposals as follows: — 

(a) Figures. —We expressed great concern at the situation with which we were 
confronted. This was the first meeting to be held at the Institute for 
ten days. Since then various discussions had taken place, but none 
of these had advanced the matter at all. On the contrary we had 
slipped back. The time was rapidly approaching when we should have 
to decide whether we were going to have an agreement on the figures 
or not. We had made our position clear, that on the cash release we 
could offer only £18 million now and in January, this being equal to 
the present balance on the No. 1 account. 

On compensation our present position was £37 million, but we 
were prepared to discuss the difference between this and the figure of 
£30 million which had been mentioned at a previous meeting by the 
Egyptians. There was no, repeat no, hope that our Government would 
be prepared to raise the cash release as high as £25 million. The 
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compensation payment of £25 million would only be acceptable if 
coupled with a much lower cash release (at an earlier stage we had 
offered a cash release of £10 million in exchange for a compensation 
payment of £25 million). We appealed to Zaki to make it clear to his 
Government that we meant what we said and that we had only a limited 
room for manoeuvre. 

{b) Arbitration. —We repeated that impartial arbitration was an essential 
requirement. 

(c) Governmental Claims. —We were disturbed that the Egyptians should now 
seek to widen the scope of the discussion by bringing in the question 
of governmental claims. We had no authority to discuss these and to 
introduce this subject could only add to the difficulties of reaching an 
agreement. 

{d) Progressive Releases. —^The idea that the amount of the release should 
depend on the excess of the provisional Egyptian assessment over the 
final assessment was a new one and would require further study. Zaki 
promised to give us his proposal in writing. We repeated, however, 
that we saw great difficulty in making any further cash release over 
and above the £18 million we were offering, until compensation had 
been finally assessed and paid. Not until the assessment was made 
should we know whether in fact there would be anything left to release 
from the No. 2 account once compensation had been paid in full. 

ie) Deferred Realisation of Securities. —^This matter had been referred to 
London. We expected a reply shortly. 

4. Finally we told Zaki that this was the third time that we had offered a 
cash release of £18 million for a compensation payment lying somewhere in the 
range of £30-37 million. Each time he had come back with an alternative proposal 
for a much higher cash release. This could not go on indefinitely. Were we now 
to tell our Government that their proposal had been finally rejected? If so, this 
might well mean the end of the talks. Or would he be prepared to go back to his 
Government and ask them to consider the matter once more on the basis that we 
were not willing to move beyond a figure of £18 million for cash, but could do 
something for them on compensation? 

5. Zaki replied that he would much prefer that we should make a counter¬ 
proposal to him. 


JE 1052/98 


(15) 


Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 

tNo. 194 Intel. Confidential) November 23, 1957. 

The Anglo-Egyptian financial talks were resumed in Rome on November 4 
on the basis described in paragraph 2 of my telegram under reference, and are 
now in full swing. Discussion is at present concentrated on the amount of sterling 
the United Kingdom would release in exchange for desequestration plus a substantial 
advance payment from the Egyptian blocked balances on account for compensation. 
We wish to be free to regard the advance payment as available to meet claims not 
only for compensation for Egyptianised property but also for loss or damage to 
sequestrated property. On the figures we have proposed, this advance payment 
would be considerably in excess of the amount we should release to the Egyptians 
from the No. 1 Account. If that advance were sufficiently large we might be 
prepared to take it from the larger No. 2 Account and release the whole of the 
No. 1 Account, the uncommitted balance of which has a realisable value of 
£18 million. 

2. The two Delegations are still some distance apart on these figures. 
Moreover there are a number of other very difficult points (such as our need for 
impartial arbitration on disputed claims, and for agreement that sequestration 
charges should be reasonable) which remain to be dealt with. The outcome of the 
talks is therefore uncertain. All that can be said is that serious discussions are in 
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progress and the Egyptians have several times conceded ground on the ratio of the 
cash release they are demanding from us to the advance payment for compensation. 

3. We are restricting comment in London and Rome to a minimum, though 
we felt obliged on November 19 to disclaim liability for Egyptian “ war damage ” 
claims in answer to a Cairo statement that these were to be deducted from the 
value of the Suez Canal Base; the fact is that we had agreed at an earlier stage to 
set aside for future discussion these Egyptian claims on the one hand, and on the 
other our claims for the Suez Canal Base and for the costs of clearing jvrecks from 
the Suez Canal before the United Nations took over. 

4. The foregoing is for your own information. To friendly Governments you 
shoud merely say, if asked, that the talks are in full swing and that some useful 
progress has been made, though many difficulties remain to be surmounted. 

5. In paragraph 5 of my telegram No. 2898 Saving (of October 19) to Paris, 
I said that the Americans proposed to withhold the Egyptian blocked dollar 
balances until steps had been taken towards a settlement for the Suez Canal 
Company. We consider that a limited financial settlement on the lines now being 
explored in Rome would not prejudice the American position on this. But 
meanwhile on November 20 it was announced in Washington that the United States 
had recently contributed $600,000 to a rural improvement project in Egypt under 
an agreement signed in March 1953; and that $10 million had also been released 
from a total of $40 million frozen when the Suez Canal Company was nationalised. 
The State Department spokesman explained that the first item was paid in 
fulfilment of an outstanding obligation (the first such payment since before July 
1956) made at this time because funds in the joint Egyptian-American rural 
improvement service account were nearly exhausted. With regard to the running 
down of the blocked dollar balances, he explained that $1() million had been 
unfrozen to meet expenses of the Egyptian diplomatic missions in the United 
States and other commitments made prior to nationalisation of the Suez Canal. 

6. We have been told by the Americans that in fact the Egyptian dollar balances 
have since August 1956 been run down gradually by some $15 million to the present 
figure of $28 million. (These figures are confidential.) The releases for 
commercial commitments are similar to the “ pre-zero ” releases we authorise from 
the No. 1 Account to meet commitments which the Egyptians agreed in May to 
settle, to the benefit mainly of British traders (paragraph 7 of my No. 102 Intel). 
The figure of $10 million was thus inaccurate and also misleading in suggesting that 
such a sum had been suddenly released. The Cairo Press has talked of releases of 
$1 million and other smaller amounts. 

7. Neither of the announcements mentioned in paragraph 5 above represents 
a new development or change of policy, though the Egyptians are bound to derive 
some propaganda benefit from them. If called upon to comment you may draw 
on paragraphs 5 and 6 generally (without quoting figures), and you should say that 
this represents no change in American policy. 

8. There has been no American release from the blocked dollar balances of 
the Suez Canal Company itself which remain intact. 


JE 1158/92 (16) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received November 24) 

(No. 785. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) November 24, 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

Following from Watson. 

The Egyptian Ambassador received me together with his Counsellor Maher 
(former Egyptian Counsellor in London) and Nashaat of Zaki’s delegation. 

2. After generalities he said he understood I had a question to raise. I, 
therefore, asked him about Swinburn and Zarb, as instructed. The Ambassador 
said that he understood that their release might be unacceptable to public opinion 
just yet, but would come in due course. I replied that I had received the impression 
(indirectly) from Hatem that their release would be at an early stage. The 
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Ambassador asked whether Her'Majesty's Government were now making release 
a pre-condition of agreement. I said that there was no question of a bargain or 
condition. Would he please ask his Government just how the matter now stood; 
and let me know? 

3. The Ambassador then mentioned “ wider issues ”. I said that, if we 
reached a satisfactory financial agreement with Dr. Zaki, at any rate on figures 
and arbitration, I believed that we would be prepared to meet Egyptian wishes to 
a large extent over future relations. What did the Egyptian (jovemment have 
in mind? The Ambassador said that his Government would like to begin with 
an exchange of commercial representatives, following agreement to resume current 
trade. Consular representatives would also be needed, since business visits would 
be desirable, and British property owners and claimants would also be returning 
to Egypt. After a pause I asked whether the Egyptian Government had views on 
diplomatic relations, always assuming an agreement with Dr. Zaki. The 
Ambassador said that his Government felt that full diplomatic relations should be 
resumed in due course, but not immediately, and thought that discreet discussions 
could take place through the commercial-consular representatives which he had 
mentioned. What would Her Majesty’s Government’s attitude be? I said that 
I was sure Her Majesty’s Government would be glad to consider this suggestion. 
I then gave the Ambassador a copy of an extract from Mr. Ormsby-Gore’s statement 
in the House of Commons on November 8 beginning “ Her Majesty’s Government 
have no quarrel with Syria . . . . ” down to “ where our friendship is not wanted ”. 
I explained that it would have been out of place to mention Egypt on that occasion] 
but that our views on relations with Egypt were similar. The Ambassador seemed’ 
pleased at this text. He added that his Government were in no hurry to resume 
full diplomatic relations, to which I replied that nor were we. 

4. The Ambassador then, speaking solemnly, said he must ask me a question. 
Did I think that the Prime Minister believed that the Egyptian Government was 
genuinely neutral? I said that, in so far as I knew the opinion of Her Majesty’s 
Government, it was that perhaps President Nasser wished to steer a neutral course, 
but that in practice Egypt was becoming steadily more involved with the Communist 
bloc, which we considered very unwise and dangerous. The Ambassador 
emphatically declared that it was the West which was driving Egvpt ever further 
towards Russia against her will, and that it was up to us to enable Egypt to regain 
a position of true neutrality. Would Britain in future respect Egypt’s independence 
and neutrality? Maher said that perhaps Sir Anthony Eden had thought in terms 
of an Egypt allied to the West: which was not possible. I said that the answers 
to these questions were very clearly set out in Mr. Ormesby-Gore’s statement. We 
had no wish to quarrel with Egypt. 

5. I asked the Ambassador if he had any further points to raise. He said no. 
But he wonered how contact should be maintained if Sir Denis Rickett and 
Dr. Zaki reached agreement, and the two delegations then left Rome. In any case, 
his Government might possibly wish him to say something further to me as a result 

of this meeting. We finally agreed that I would not leave Rome without seeing 
the Ambassador again. 

6. In subsequent conversation Maher said there was one point the 
Ambassador “ might have asked ”. Did we expect to re-establish military, naval 
or air force bases, or such facilities of any kind, in Egypt? I said that, speaking 
quite personally, I did not believe we should press for such facilities from any Arab 
country which did not wish to grant them. This surely followed from 
Mr. Ormsby-Gore’s statement. Maher said it was important to get this point 
quite clear. 


JE 1052/53 (17) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received December 6) 

(No. 832. Confidential) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) December 6, 1957. 

Following from Watson. 

1 saw the Egyptian Ambassador this morning. He began by saying that the 
proposals about an exchange of representatives which we had discussed were 
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definitely acceptable to his Government. The usual diplomatic courtesies would be 
included. I said that, assuming the financial talks were successful and 
representatives were exchanged, we would allow the Egyptian representative access 
to Ministers and presumed that our representative would enjoy the same facilities. 
The Ambassador confirmed this and said that the representatives would, in fact, be 
Charges d’Affaires ad interim. Ambassadors would not be exchanged at first. I 
said that I understood this also to be Her Majesty’s Government’s view. 

2. The Ambassador then said that Egyptian public opinion would not 
understand the release of Swinburn and Zarb until it was clear that a financial 
agreement had been reached. But he was authorised to assure me that once an 
agreement had been reached the two men would undoubtedly be set free. I 
welcomed this. 

3. The Ambassador then said that the Egyptian Government hoped we would 
send a goodwill mission to Egypt. Although he was somewhat vague about its 
purpose, the Egyptians apparently see its principal task as one of arranging 
commercial partnerships and increased trade. I said that arrangements for such a 
mission could be discussed by the proposed Charges d’Affaires, if and when they 
were appointed. 

4. The Ambassador then asked me what Her Majesty’s Government’s policy 
was about Algeria. This was a serious obstacle to improving Egyptian relations 
with the West. So long as the fighting went on in Algeria, Egyptian relations with 
France could not improve, and this had an unhappy effect on relations with other 
Western Powers. I explained briefly that we regarded Algeria as essentially a 
French concern, but that M. Mollet’s proposals for free elections with international 
observation seemed to offer the best promise of progress. The Ambassador said 
that this seemed vague and insufficient. 

5. I then saw Hassan Maher. He asked me whether a British Charge had 
been selected. I said that I understood consideration was being given to this 
question. Nashaat said that it was important for our Charge in Egypt to be 
experienced and sympathetic, but if possible a new face so as to start off relations 
on a basis of independence and mutual respect. Maher said that he would much 
like to be sent back to London himself, but he wondered whether his Government 
would agree. (I believe him to be genuinely anxious to see Egyptian policy 
become more pro-Westem.) 


JE 1158/99 (18) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 27) 

(No. 792. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) November 26, 1957. 

Following from delegation. 

Following is text of draft handed to the Egyptian Delegation on November 26 

It is agreed, between the United Kingdom and Egyptian Delegations, that an 
agreement regarding Anglo-Egyptian financial and commercial relations and British 
property in Egypt (as defined in Annex A) should now be drafted on the following 
lines. 

2. The Egyptian Government shall: — 

(a) Terminate the application of all measures, including measures of seizure, 
sequestration or control taken by it against such property between 
(October 31, 1956, and the coming into force of the agreement; and in 
particular release British property remaining under sequestration on the 
lines specified in Annex B. 

ib) Pay compensation in cases where such property has been sold or liquidated 
or transferred to other ownership. 

(c) Make good or pay compensation where such property has suffered injury 
or damage or cannot be returned, including cases where the machiner> 
described in paragraph 3 hereof shall decide that the owner has a 
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legitimate claim as a result of the measures referred to in sub^ 
paragraph (n') of this paragraph. 

3. The Egyptian Government shall establish procedures, agreed between the 
two Governments, for the settlement, where necessary by means of impartial 
evaluation, of the value of the property referred to in paragraph 2 ib) hereof; and 
for the settlement by neutral arbitration of any disputes which may arise in giving 
effect to paragraph 2 hereof. 

4. The Egyptian Government shall facilitate the transfer to British subjects 
not resident in Egypt of sums paid by way of compensation under paragraph 2 
hereof. 

5. The release of £20 million from the No. 2 Account to the No. 1 Account 
due to be made on January 1, 1958, shall be made on January 1, 1958, or on the 
coming into force of this agreement, whichever is the earlier. Simultaneously, the 
Egyptian Government shall pay to the United Kingdom Government, as an advance 
on account in respect of compensation payable under paragraph 2 hereof, the sum 
of £x million, being £a million from the No. 1 Account and £b million from the 
No. 2 Account. This payment shall be made either in cash or by the transfer to the 
British Government of cash and securities as follows: — 

(a) £8 million in cash or Treasury bills; 

ib) The remainder by the transfer of British Government securities having a 
market value at the date of transfer equal to the amount so paid. 

These securities will be held in a compensation account in the name of the British 
Government and the British Government undertakes not to dispose of the securities 
without the consent of the Egyptian Government for a period of six months from 
the time of deposit of the securities, and that at the end of the six months sales shall 
be limited to not more than £8 million. The remaining securities would not be sold 
for a further period of six months. Should liquid funds fall short of compensation 
payments due, the British Government will provide temporary finance to the 
compensation account pending the realisation of the securities. The interest on 
the deposited securities and the cost of any temporary finance shall be credited or 
debited to that account. 

6. Notwithstanding the provisions of the sterling releases agreement of 
July 1, 1951, as modified by the Exchange of Notes of August 30, 1955, hereinafter 
referred to as the releases agreement, the question of any future release of sums 
standing to the credit of the No. 2 Account (other than that provided for in 
paragraph 5 hereof) shall be examined from time to time by the two Governments 
in the light of progress made in effective payment and assessment of compensation 
under paragraph 2 hereof. On completion of the assessment it may be found that 
the advance payment is in excess of or falls below the amount required for 
compensation. If it is shown to the satisfaction of both Governments that there 
is an excess, then the excess shall be repaid (to the No. 1 Account to the extent that 
it came from the No. 1 Account and the remainder shall be repaid) to the No. 2 
Account. If there is a shortfall, then Article 4 shall apply and any payments so 
made from the No. 1 Account shall qualify for a release from the No. 2 Account. 
It is understood between the two Governments that on completion, final assessment 
and payment of all claims under paragraph 2 of the arrangements for sterling releases 
under the Releases Agreement shall resume their normal operation. In particular, 
the Egyptian Government shall be entitled to a release from the No. 2 Account of 
that proportion of the total sum paid in compensation which originated from the 
No. 1 Account. 

7. In cases where the owners of property now subject to proclamation No. 5 
decide not to resume residence or carry on business in Egypt, the Egyptian 
Government shall provide transfer facilities for sums realised by the sale of such 
property to the following extent: — 

{a) An immediate transfer of alt amounts up to £5,000 in each case; and 

(b) Any remainder in accordance with paragraph (iii) of the letter dated 

August 30, 1955, relating to the Releases Agreement. 

8. As soon as the National Bank of Egypt advises the Bank of England that 
the Egyptian Government has taken the action described in paragraph 2 (a) hereof 
and gives the necessary instructions to implement paragraph 5, the United Kingdom 
Government shall immediately nullify the Exchange Control (Payments) Order 
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No. 1163 of July 27, 1956, and remove all other restrictions imposed on that date 
on the No. 1 Account of the National Bank of Egypt and on the accounts of 
Egyptian residents, thus restoring transferable account area status to those accounts. 
The United Kingdom Government will also remove the restrictions subsequently 
imposed on the movement of sterling securities owned by Egyptian nationals. 

[Note. —Both sides agree that the proviso about the accounts in the name of 
the Suez Canal Company should be covered by an Exchange of Letters between 
the Heads of Delegations.] 

9. The two Governments shall, in accordance with Annex C, take steps to 
resume normal commercial relations between the two countries. 

10. Without prejudice to the generality of the provisions of paragraph 2 
hereof, the Egyptian Government shall: — 

(a) Resume payment and transfer of Egyptian pensions to British pensioners 
together with all arrears; 

ib) Assess and pay the compensation due to British officials dismissed in 1951 
in respect of which an Exchange of Notes dated October 19, 1954, 
provided for the establishment of a commission. 

(c) Provide for the release to the beneficial owners, of securities held on behalf 

of United Kingdom nationals and British schools and charitable 
organisations, to the order of banks in Egypt, by United Kingdom or 
other banks outside Egypt; 

(d) Authorise at an early date, within the framework of existing exchange 

control regulations, capital transfers to United Kingdom nationals for 
which application had been made prior to July 27, 1956, in accordance 
with the system established by the Exchange of Notes of August 30, 
1955. 

11. The two Governments shall accord such visa and other facilities as may 
be necessary for the implementation of the agreement. 

Annex A 

For the purposes of the present agreement: — 

(1) “Property” shall mean all movable or immovable property, whether 
tangible or intangible, and includes patent rights, trade-marks and other industrial 
property, as well as rights or interest of any kind. 

(2) United Kingdom nationals are: — 

(i) Physical persons who, at the date of (coming into force of) the present 

agreement are, citizens of the United Kingdom and colonies, British 
subjects without citizenship, or British-protected persons belonging to 
any of the territories for whose international relations the United 
Kingdom Government are responsible; and 

(ii) Corporations and associations incorporated or constituted under the laws 

in force in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
or in any territory for whose international relations the United Kingdom 
Government are at the date of (coming into force of) the present 
agreement, responsible; provided that the persons, corporations and 
associations concerned were equally United Kingdom nationals in 
accordance with the foregoing definition on October 31, 1956. 

(3) “ Owners ” shall mean the United Kingdom or its nationals who, on 
October 31, 1956, were entitled to the property, rights or interests in question, 
whether directly or indirectly, in whole or in part, and whether legally or beneficially, 
to the extent to which they were so entitled, and shall include any successors of 
the owners, provided such successors are the United Kingdom or its nationals as 
defined in sub-paragraph (2) of this article. 

Annex B 

Steps to he taken in Releasing British Property Sequestrated in Egypt 

1. The Egyptian Government shall declare its readiness to release all British 
property remaining under sequestration in Egypt. 

2. The British Government shall thereupon issue a statement advising owners 
of British property remaining under sequestration in Egypt, or their legal 
representatives, to go to Egypt in order to take over their property. 
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3. The claimant shall submit to the Sequestrator-General an application for 
taking over the property, together with the necessary evidence of identity and 
ownership or authority. 

4. The Sequestrator-General shall see that the property concerned be released 
and handed over by the individual sequestrator to the owner or his legal 
representative, according to an inventory drawn up and signed by both parties. 
The Sequestrator-General’s jurisdiction in respect of each item of property 
terminates with the handing-over of it to the owner or his representative. 

5. Any complaint or claim which may arise on giving effect to paragraph 4 
above shall be forwarded to the Sequestrator-General within two months from the 
date of handing over, and the Sequestrator-General shall give his decision on the 
matter within two months from the date of the receipt of the complaint. 

6. If the owner is not satisfied with the decision of the Sequestrator-General 
referred to in paragraph 5 above, he shall be entitled to exercise his legal rights for 
the settlement of the dispute according to the provisions of paragraph 3 of this 
agreement. 

7. The Egyptian Government shall maintain the right to sell any property 
that has not been applied for after one year from the date of the coming into force 
of the agreement. 

8. Before returning property to the owner, the Sequestrator-General shall be 
entitled to levy sequestration charges not exceeding the following scale: — 

ia) Net income from all property 2 per cent. 

(b) Bank balances 

2 per cent, on first £5,000 
1 per cent, on next £5,000 
half per cent, on next £5,000 
one-eighth per cent, on remainder. 


JE 1158/123 (19) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 851. Secret) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) December 11. 1957. 

Following from Delegation. 

We spent most of the day exploring the possibility of rescuing something from 
the talks. In particular, we considered the possibility of reaching some limited 
agreement which would cover as many points as was practicable. 

2. We were encouraged to do so by signs that the Egyptian delegation 
themselves were disturbed by the turn which events had taken. Hamilton saw 
Koestner, who said that Zaki was extremely depressed at the failure to reach 
agreement and that he might be willing to consider possible alternative lines of 
approach, for example the negotiation of a lump sum for compensation*not based 
on any detailed assessment of claims. Similarly, Nashaat saw Watson before 
dinner and put forward certain proposals, the general idea of which was that we 
should try to reach some kind of agreement covering everything except the question 
of compensation for sequestrated property. 

3. Finally Rickett and Hamilton had Zaki to dinner in order to see how far 
these ideas were supported by him. We reverted to the idea that the first step 
might be to work towards a more normal state of affairs through the 
desequestration of British property, the restoration of current trade between the 
two countries and possibly resumption of some form of diplomatic relations. We 
soon came up against the old difficulty that the Egyptians would not consider 
desequestrating British property unless their No. 1 Account was unblocked, while 
we in our turn could not do this in advance of some satisfactory agreement about 
compensation. 

4. We, too, approached matters from the other end and tried to see what 
kind of agreement might be possible if we left out only those matters which were 
in dispute between us. On this basis we might have an agreement covering 
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desequestration, current trade, diplomatic relations, sterling releases and 
compensation for Egyptianised property (including an advance payment and 
provision for neutral evaluation). We should leave for discussion later the question 
of compensation for sequestrated property. The remaining balance of the No, 2 
Account would only be released when this matter had been settled. 

5. We said that we did not know whether our Government would be willing 
to conclude an agreement at all which made no provision at this for such an 
important matter as compensation for damage to sequestrated property. We 
should have to refer the matter to them. Clearly, however, if they were prepared 
to work on these lines there would be a substantial difference in the sum which 
they would feel able to offer as a cash release as compared with what we had so 
far been discussing. A further release would not, of course, be ruled out in the 
second stage if some satisfactory agreement were reached about compensation for 
damage to sequestrated property. 

6. This led to discussion about the importance of such damage. We went 
over the ground again and quoted, as an example of the damage to commercial 
enterprises, the case of the Shell Company, where the profitability of assets which 
might have had a replacement value of the order of £50 million had been so 
undermined that it was doubtful whether a speculator would give a tenth of that 
sum for them. For all we knew a similar situation existed in regard to other 
enterprises. It was in cases such as this that large sums of money were involved, 
but we should not forget that considerable political importance attached to the 
damage suffered by large numbers of private persons whose personal property 
had suffered. 

7. Zaki professed to think that all this was very much exaggerated. He 
was quite sure that if the representatives of these companies would go back to 
Egypt they could quickly reach an understanding with the Egyptian Government 
whereby the decisions complained of could be reversed or satisfactory arrangements 
for compensation made. Similarly, he thought that it might be found that private 
property had been in most cases maintained in good order. We pointed out once 
more that this was exactly what might happen if they would make a start by 
■desequestrating our property. He thought this was impossible in advance of an 
agreement. But that it was not out of the question that something might be done 
as a first step to enable individual business men to come back and negotiate with 
his (Government, e.g., a partial measure of desequestration. He urged us to 
consider making some gesture in return, but made no suggestions as to what it 
should be. 

8. The only conclusion we could reach was as follows: — 

(a) that each delegation should recommend to its Government that there 
should now be a recess in the talks (of say a month or six weeks); 

ib) during this period the Egyptian Government would consider what measure 
of desequestration might be possible to enable the British owners of 
property to discuss with the Egyptian Government the terms on which 
they might resume possession of their assets; 

(c) the United Kingdom Government would consider whether they would 
entertain the possibility of a partial agreement on the lines of paragraph 4 
above and, if so, what cash release they would be prepared to offer; 

id) at the end of this period the two Governments would get in touch and 
discuss the resumption of the talks. 

9. Zaki showed a good deal of hesitation about agreeing to make such 
recommendations and asked us to put our proposals in writing. This we have 
agreed to do on the usual understanding that there is no commitment on the part 
of our Government. 

10. In all three conversations reported in this telegram the Egyptians laid 
great stress on the danger that, if the talks broke down with no agreement reached, 
those elements in the Egyptian Government which believed that arrangements with 
the West were impossible and that Egypt must draw closer to the Communist bloc 
might gain the upper hand. Steps might be taken to Egyptianise all British 
property; and Nashaat asserted that the Russians might obtain such positions of 
authority that Egypt would cease to be a free country. The Egyptian delegation 
were, therefore, anxious to avoid either a break-down or a long adjournment. 
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II. Zaki told Rickett this morning that he expected to hear from his 
Government this evening whether they agreed with the recommendations in 
paragraph 8 above or whether they wished to break off the negotiations 
unconditionally. We should be grateful for authority to accept whichever course 
they propose. You will, no doubt, instruct us about publicity. 


JE 1158/125 (20) 

Sir Ashley Clarke to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 854) Rome, 

(Telegraphic) December 12, 1957. 

Following is joint Press communique issued by the British and Egyptian 
delegations in Rome at 1200 hours, December 12, 1957. 

The Anglo-Egyptian financial talks which were begun in Rome on November 4 
have been adjourned for a few weeks to enable the two delegations to report to 
their Governments. In the light of these reports the two Governments will review 
the progress so far made, which has been considerable, and the points which remain 
to be covered. 

It. is proposed that the talks should be resumed at a mutually convenient date 
to be agreed upon later. 


( 21 ) 

From Foreign Office to certain of Her Majesty’s Representatives 
(No. 212 Intel. Secret) 

(Telegraphic) December 12,1957. 

My No. 194 Intel. 

The talks, which were resumed in Rome on November 4, continued until 
December 12 when the United Kingdom Delegation, on instructions, proposed an 
adjournment. 

2. As the communique said considerable progress was made. The Egyptians 
agreed in principle that an advance payment for compensation should be made 
simultaneously with desequestration and a release from the blocked sterling 
account. Their idea of satisfactory figures for the advance payment and the release 
was eventually close to ours. Recently the focus of discussion shifted from these 
figures to the extent of Egyptian liability for damage and loss to property to be 
returned to its owners, and arbitration on disputed claims arising therefrom. We 
differ from the Egyptians in our estimate of the order of magnitude of the claims 
likely to arise and no agreement was reached on liability or on the machinery for 
their assessment. 

3. On December 5 the Egyptian Delegation described the “ final position ” 
of their Government as being that they agreed to accept a cash release of the 
uncommitted balance from the No. 1 Account (about £18 million), against an 
advance payment of compensation to Her Majesty’s Government of £30 million; 
but this payment would be in securities which Her Majesty’s Government should 
not encash for three years. There would be a form of neutral assessment for 
compensation for Egyptianised (nationalised) assets. All disputes about damage 
or loss to sequestrated property (the larger portion of the property) would be for 
the Egyptian courts; Egyptian liability would be limited to damage directly 
attributable to “ illegal acts ’ by the sequestrators, and payment of any compensation 
would be in Egyptian currency. The United Kingdom Delegation did not accept 
this as a final position and continued to try to make progress, but on December 10 
they were informed that the Egyptian Government would make no further 
concessions and that unless their offer was accepted the Egyptian Delegation would 
return to Cairo. 
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4. This may have been a tactical manoeuvre, but Ministers considered that 
there was in any case a real need for a general review of the position reached and 
for consultation with our delegation on the points which present major difficulties. 
The United Kingdom Delegation were therefore instructed to propose that the 
talks be adjourned to enable Governments to review progress made, which we 
recognised had been considerable. The Egyptians agreed and the delegations 
parted on friendly terms, with arrangements for a further meeting at a date to be 
agreed. 

5. In order to give the talks the best chance of success, we have been restricting 
comment to a minimum and we do not now wish to depart from this policy, even if 
similar restraint is not exercised in Cairo. The foregoing is therefore for your 
own information. You may, however, make use of the following points at your 
discretion with friendly Governments: — 

(a) The talks covered British property in Egypt, the resumption of normal 
trading relations and the Egyptian sterling balances. 

(d) Considerable progress has been made in this round of talks, e.g., the 
Egyptians were ready to agree to a substantial advance payment of 
compensation simultaneously with desequestration, in return for a 
(smaller) release from the balances; but difficulty was experienced on 
the assessment of damage to property and on arbitration provisions. 

(c) This was in no sense a breaking-off of negotiations; the two delegations 
parted on good terms and will meet again, probably next month. 

((/) Her Majesty’s Government expect that further progress will be made when 
the talks are resumed. 
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UN 1117/94 No. 37 

UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY FORCE 

( 1 ) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. 

(No. 1943. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 13, 1957. 

My immediately following telegram contains the text of a draft resolution 
which has the support of the Secretary-General’s Advisory Committee and of the 
United States Delegation. 

2. The draft seems to us generally satisfactory and we should be glad to know 
if we have your authority to support it. 

3. There would be advantage, if possible, in establishing a check on the 
Secretary-General’s authority accorded in operative paragraph 2 to make decisions 
as to the reasonableness of claims in respect of extra costs by Government’s 
providing troops (paragraph 86 of the Secretary-General’s report). 

4. We do not think it would be possible to establish for this administrative 
expenditure which would be within the overall sum authorised, control by the 
Fifth Committee as is provided for the general estimates in paragraph 5. We think 
the best we could hope for would be to secure the insertion of the words “ in 
consultation with the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions ” after the words “ authorises the Secretary-General ” in operative 
paragraph 2. 

5. We should be glad of your comments on this proposal, and as time is short 
we are meanwhile trying it out on the Americans and other suitable delegations. 


UN 1117/94 (2) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd 

(No. 1944. Confidential) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 13, 1957. 

My immediately preceding telegram. 

Following is text. 

The General Assembly, 

Recalling its resolutions 1000 (ES-I) of November 5, 1956, 1001 (ES-I) of 
November 7, 1956, 1125 (XI) of February 2, 1957, and 1090 (XI) of February 27, 
1957, concerning the establishment, organisation, functioning and financing of the 
United Nations Emergency Force; 

Noting with appreciation the report of the Secretary-General on the Force 
(A/3694) of October 9, 1957, and the effective assistance rendered by the Advisory 
Committee on U.N.E.F.; 

Mindful of the contribution of the Force to the maintenance of quiet in the 
area: — 

1. Expresses its appreciation of the assistance to the Force by members who 
have contributed troops and other support and facilities and its hope that such 
assistance will be continued as necessary. 

2. Approves the principles and proposals for allocation of costs between the 
organisation and members contributing troops as set forth in paragraphs 86, 88 
and 91 of the report of the Secretary-General (A/3694) and authorises the 
Secretary-General in connexion therewith to enter into such agreements as may 
be necessary for reimbursement of appropriate extra and extraordinary costs to 
members contributing troops. 
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3. Authorises the Secretary-General to expend an additional amount for the 
Force for the period ending December 31, 1957, up to a maximum of $13-5 million, 
and, as necessary, an amount for the continuing operation of the Force beyond that 
date up to a maximum of $25 million, subject to any decisions taken on the basis 
of the review provided for in paragraph 5. 

4. Decides that the expenses authorised in paragraph 3 shall be borne by 
the members in accordance with the scale of assessments adopted by the General 
Assembly for the financial years 1957 to 1958 respectively; such other resources as 
may have become available for the purpose in question shall be applied to reduce 
the expenses before the apportionment for the period ending December 31, 1957. 

5. Requests its Administrative and Budgetary Committee, with the assistance 
of the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary Questions, to examine, 
in the light of the present resolution, the cost estimates for maintaining the 
Force contained in the report of the Secretary-General and to make such 
recommendations as it considers appropriate concerning the expenditure authorised 
under paragraph 3. 


UN 1117/103 (3) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Seiwyn Lloyd 

(No. 2020) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 20, 1957. 

Following note by the Secretary-General was issued in this morning’s 
document distribution. 

1. Since the issuance of the report of the Secretary-General on the United 
Nations Emergency Force on October 9, 1957 (A/3694), there has been an 
important development relating to the financing of the Force which is called to 
the attention of the General Assembly. 

2. Although considering that the expenses of the Force are a United Nations 
obligation, which should be met by assessment against the members in the 
proportions of the regular scale of assessment, the United States and the United 
Kingdom have made offers in the amounts of $12 million and $1 million 
respectively, as “ special assistance ’’ to be applied towards reducing those expenses 
of the Force outstanding for the period ending December 31, 1957. These offers 
are made on the assumption, in accordance with the line taken in the report, that 
any balance of expenses of the Force for 1957 and all of its expenses for 1958 
will be assessed against the members by the General Assembly in the proportions 
of the regular scale of assessment. Other such offers, in lesser amounts, have been 
or appear likely to be made. 

3. Sums received through special assistance complement the special resources 
noted in Sections III, 3 and 4, of the Secretary-General’s report which have been 
made available by States providing contingents in the Force, or contributing to 
it without charge, services facilities and supplies in substantial amounts. 


UN 1117/101 (4) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Seiwyn Lloyd 

(No. 2007) ^ork, 

(Telegraphic) November 19, 1957. 

The draft resolution in my telegram No. 1944 was issued last night under 
the joint sponsorship of Brazil. Canada, Ceylon, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
Finland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Liberia, Norway, Pakistan, 
Sweden Thailand, Uruguay and Yugoslavia. The only changes in the text are 
to add Resolution 1089 (XI) of December 21, 1956, to those recalled in the first 
paragraph of the preamble and to change the words “ shall be applied ” in operative 
paragraph 4 to “ being applied ”. 
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2. The subject will now probably be taken in plenary on Friday, 
November 22. Eight of the sponsors will speak and it is hoped to get through 
the debate in one day. 


UN 1117/108 (5) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Seiwyn Lloyd. {Received November 23) 

(No. 2044) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 22. 1957. 

Following is text of Minister of State for Foreign Affairs’ speech in to-day’s 
plenary debate. 

The first question which the Assembly must decide is whether the United 
Nations Emergency Force is serving an essential purpose and ought to remain in 
being so that it can continue to do so. My delegation has no doubt on this point. 
Her Majesty’s Government have for long believed that it was desirable to 
strengthen the United Nations machinery available for the preservation of 
tranquility and stability in the area of Palestine. The Secretary-General’s report 
shows that where the United Nations Emergency Force has been in operation 
there has been a notable and encouraging absence of incidents. I therefore share 
the Secretary-General’s opinion, expressed in paragraph 106 of his report, that 
the force is a vital United Nations undertaking. 

The Assembly can, I believe, take justifiable pride in the force which it decided 
should be created. I should like to associate myself with the tributes which have 
been paid to those countries which have furnished men and material, to the skill 
and care of the Secretary-General and his staff in building up the administration 
of the force, and to the leadership of its Commander, General Burns, who has been 
so largely responsible for the success of its operation. They have the satisfaction 
of knowing that they have well served the cause of peace. 

My delegation were glad to learn from the Secretary-General’s introduction to 
his annual report that he has set in train a study of the experience of the United 
Nations Emergency Force, in so far as this would affect any standby plan which 
the United Nations may develop for mobilising a peace force at short notice. 

I believe that there will be general agreement in the Assembly that the work 
of the United Nations Emergency Force has been of great value and that the force 
should be maintained in being. If that is so, then the .Assembly must decide how 
the force is to be paid for. 

The United Kingdom strongly supports the principle indicated by the 
Secretary-General in his report, and embodied in paragraph 4 of the Draft 
Resolution, that it is the collective responsibility of all members of the United 
Nations to finance the force which was created by decision of the General 
Assembly. My delegation also believes that it is proper that the Assembly should 
satisfy itself that the estimates fo-- the cost of mainta'ning the force are re.^sonable, 
and we consider that the proposal in paragraph 5 of the Draft Resolution for an 
examination of these estimates by the Administrative and Budgetary Committee 
of the Assembly is appropriate. 

We recognise, however, that there have been certain exceptional costs of a 
non-recurring nature in 1957 connected with the initial establishment of the force. 
We welcome the generous special contributions which the United States and 
certain other Governments have made towards these initial expenses, and we 
have ourselves decided to make a special contribution towards them of $1 million. 
This does not affect eithei what we have already contributed on the basis of our 
general United Nations assessment, both towards the initial $10 million and as a 
voluntary contribution to the further $6^ million later asked for by the Secretary- 
General, nor our willingness to pay promptly our assessed share of whatever 
remains to be paid for in 1957, and for further costs on a basis of assessment. 

My delegation, therefore, supports the whole of the Draft Resolution before 
the Assembly and 1 shall vote in favour of it. 
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UN 1117/107 (6) 

Sir Pierson Dixon to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. {Received November 23) 

(No. 2046) New York, 

(Telegraphic) November 22, 1957. 

My telegram No. 2(X)7. 

The plenary debate was completed in one day to-day, and the resolution in 
my telegram No. 1944 was adopted 51-11-19. Ten of the sponsors spoke, and 
there was wide support for the resolution. Dissent came from the Soviet bloc 
on the usual lines, and from Ecuador, Chile, Guatemala, Morocco, Argentina and 
Peru on the grounds that the assessment proposed was not equitable (of these, 
however, only Ecuador and Chile voted with the Soviet bloc against the resolution). 

The Minister of State for Foreign Affairs referred to our special and 
extraordinary contribution during his speech, for the full text of which see my 
telegram No. 2044. 
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JE 1052/38 No. 38 

PRESIDENT NASSER’S STANDING 

( 1 ) 


Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Harold Caccia {Washington) 

(No. 4571. Saving. Secret) November 5,1957. 

Early this year it was possible to be fairly optimistic about the chances of 
Nasser’s fall. There was a reaction in popular support; the morale of the armed 
forces suffered, especially as the extent of Egypt’s military failure became known; 
the presence of U.N.E.F. seemed a derogation of sovereignty; and Egypt was 
acutely short of foreign exchange and imported goods. Most important, it became 
very clear that although the United States Administration disapproved of our 
Suez action, this breach was soon healed, while the Administration remained 
coldly hostile to Nasser and was even said to encourage opposition groups. 

2. But in fact, there is no longer much prospect that Nasser will be overthrown 
in the near future. His regime has survived a difficult year still firmly in the saddle. 
His regime depends on the support of the armed services, whose morale has been 
raised by fresh deliveries of Communist arms; and on the police which still seems 
loyal. The reopening of the Suez Canal and trade deals (especially the large one 
with France, now the largest buyer of Egyptian cotton) have eased Egypt’s foreign 
exchange problem; and the (Communist bloc has also helped over essentials. 
Though shortages exist, they are not critical. Nasser’s effective propaganda 
machine has turned Western hostility to his own advantage domestically, and has 
fostered the belief that Russia is a benevolent patron, that does not interfere in the 
internal affairs of her friends. There have apparently been a number of plots 
against Nasser: but none of them has come near succeeding, and the chances of 
success must be rated low. 

3. While Nasser remains in power, he is being partially “ cut down to size ” 
which has long been the essential American objective (his overthrow being 
something which would be fine if attainable). The gradual drawing together of 
King Saud, the Hashemites and the Lebanon, and King Saud’s increasing hostility 
to Nasser, have reduced his influence in that quarter. At the same time, the 
Russians seem to be playing their hand more directly in Syria. Manifestations of 
Arab solidarity do not depend on him, and even sometimes leave him out. He is 
no longer the dominating figure in the Arab world. 

4. He has also begun to realise the disadvantages of quarrelling with the West, 
and relying almost entirely on the Communist bloc for aid. It would clearly suit 
him to improve his relations with the West. 

5. If Nasser is likely to survive, we must consider the basis on which we should 
live with him. The following principles seem appropriate: — 

(a) Nasser is basically hostile to the West in general, and to the United 
Kingdom and United States in particular. 

{b) He is not likely to be able to weaken the ties which bind him to the Soviet 
Union; but the strengthening of these ties will not necessarily be rapid 
or continuous. 

(c) The prospects of bringing Nasser down by economic pressure are small and 
our measures have probably attained their maximum effect. They 
should not stand in the way of a financial settlement favourable to us. 

{d) A political detente would also be useful if not bought at too high a price; 
it could act as a temporary brake on his slide towards Russia and 
moderate his powerful propaganda machine at a critical moment. 

6. The first operation in restoring a modus vivendi with Nasser must be the 
agreed one of resolving the financial and commercial issues of British property in 
Egypt, current trade, and Egypt’s sterling balances. Since economic pressure is 
not going to bring Nasser down, and trade with the West might help to make his 
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policy somewhat more balanced, it might be wise to allow him rather more 
generous sterling releases than hitherto contemplated, in return for satisfaction 
on the other counts. 

7. Such an agreement will make necessary official representation of some 
kind in Cairo, with diplomatic immunities and access to Ministers in order to 
arrange for its provisions to be carried out. We should plan to operate with a 
Charge d’Affaires instead of an Ambassador for some time, so as not to boost 
Nasser’s prestige. (Similar arrangements could probably be made in Syria.) 

8. The Egyptians are also likely to raise again Colonel Hatem’s point about 
a broadcasting truce. This raises several problems; and we should be in no hurry 
to call olf operations which it would be difficult to resume, while Cairo could start 
anti-British propaganda at any time. 

9. More normal relations between Nasser and the West might make him more 
willing to accept some sort of international or user co-operation over the 
maintenance and enlargement of the Suez Canal, especially as he is finding it rather 
more than Egypt can manage. 

10. We should continue to pursue our longer term objective of weakening the 
preponderance of Egyptian cultural and news dominance in the Arab world. To 
this end we should help to expand the educational and information facilities in 
other Arab countries and in particular in Iraq. 

11. In general we should attempt to create a situation in which Egypt was 
regarded as nothing more than an unfriendly neutral, rather than risk pushing her 
further into the Soviet embrace by persistent antagonism. At the same time we 
should continue to do all in our power to reduce Nasser’s influence outside Egypt. 
This is more likely to be achieved by an attitude of disinterested coolness rather 
than active and flattering hostility. 

12. In all these matters we should keep in step with the United States 
Government; whose analysis and conclusions are, we believe, similar to our own. 


JE 1022/51 (2) 

MEMORANDUM ON PRESIDENT NASSER’S PRESENT STANDING IN 

THE MIDDLE EAST 

Foreign Office, 

October I, 1957. 

On August 19 Middle East posts were asked for a brief indication of Nasser’s 
present standing with the Governments and peoples of Iraq, Lebanon, Libya, 
Morocco, the Sudan, Tunisia, Algeria, the Persian Gulf, Turkey and Iran. All 
the posts, with the exception of Bahrain and Tunis, have now sent in their reports. 
The following survey, which is based on these reports, does not take Syria or Saudi 
Arabia into account. 

General 

The general picture is that Nasser is, in the main, disliked and mistrusted by 
the Governments of other Arab countries; but that they are reluctant to offend 
him because of his great power, the influence of Egyptian propaganda and the 
extent to which some of them rely on trained Egyptian personnel. With the peoples 
of the Arab countries Nasser’s standing remains high. He is regarded as the symbol 
of Arab nationalism. Support for him is particularly strong among young people 
in the universities and armed forces. The literate urban population who mould 
public opinion generally support him. The Governrnents would find great difficulty 
in taking their peoples'with them in any policy of which Nasser openly disapproved. 

Iraq 

The present Government regard Nasser with “ much less marked disfavour ” 
than did Nuri, but are privately glad when things go badly with him because they 
recognise that his relations with the Soviet bloc and his activities in other Arab 
countries are in time likely to militate against Iraqi interests. They would not be 
prepared to take a stand alone against him. 

With the people, Nasser’s reputation as a symbol of Arab nationalism and its 
best available champion remains high. His dalliance with the Soviet bloc is 
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discounted. His personal popularity suffered somewhat as a result of the permitted 
passage of ships bound for Israel through the Canal and Egypt’s failure to do 
anything about the Gulf of Aqaba. 

Lebanon 

The leaders of the present Lebanese Government do not like Nasser. They 
mistrust him, but would be most reluctant to offend him. 

The majority of Moslems admire him as the leader of Arab nationalism and 
some Christians feel the same. 

Libya 

The Government, and particularly the King, are suspicious of Nasser, although 
there is a strong pro-Egyptian influence in the royal entourage. Egyptian influence 
with the Government has not however, been seriously weakened as the Libyans are 
conscious of the immense power Egyptian propaganda wields with the urban 
masses and Libya depends on Egyptian-trained teachers. 

The Cyrenaican provincial Government have resisted Egyptian interference 
fairly stoutly and been reluctant to alienate their British friends but, as the British 
move out, they may be obliged to look elsewhere. 

The people, particularly the schoolchildren, are always ready to applaud 
Nasser. 

Morocco 

By and large, the Government suspect Nasser for his ambition to dominate 
Morocco and the rest of the Arab world, but some elements feel a certain admiration 
for him as having dealt with the British as they would like to deal with the French. 

These elements would probably obtain support among Moroccan youth in the 
universities and to some extent in the armed forces. The general public are strongly 
influenced by Egyptian propaganda and it is doubtful whether the Government 
could take the people along with them on any policy of which Nasser disapproved. 

The Sudan 

The Sudanese Government must look very much towards Egypt and are not 
prepared to quarrel with her so long as independence and major Sudanese interests 
are not at stake. This is despite the fact that Nasser is, in the main, disliked by the 
present Government with the exception of some P.D.P. Ministers. 

The literate townspeople, the students and young officers all tend to support 
Nasser. 

Algeria 

Nasser’s influence on the Algerians has dwindled since the disruption of the 
Cairo Committee of the F.L.N. by Ben Bella’s arrest and the shift of the F.L.N. 
leadership to Tunis. The Algerians in general feel a brotherly fellow-feeling for 
the Egyptians but regard them as hopelessly backward and at least 50 years behind 
the Algerian Moslems. 

Turkey 

There were certain signs of a Turkish-Egyptian rapprochement. A move was 
afoot to exchange Ambassadors, but this has now been stopped, probably as a 
result of Nasser’s firm support for Syria. 

In general, the Turks despise Nasser as an Arab mountebank, dislike him for 
his support of Greece over Cyprus, and distrust him as a near-Communist stooge. 
Public and governmental opinion could be influenced in his favour however in the 
unlikely event of his changing his policy on Syria and Cyprus. 

Iran 

The Shah regards Nasser as a regicide, enemy of the Baghdad Pact and a 
dangerous demagogue, but feels that as he is evidently here to stay, it might be as 
well for Her Majesty’s Government to resume relations with him and attempt to 
steer him away from his Leftward course. The Iranian Government follow the 
Shah’s lines, but find it embarrassing to be on bad terms with a fellow Moslem 
State. 

The mass of the people have no interest in Nasser, but younger nationalist and 
radical opinion has a good deal of admiration for his achievements. 
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JE 10338/14 No. 39 

VISIT OF THE EGYPTIAN MINISTER OF DEFENCE TO MOSCOW 

( 1 ) 

Sir Patrick Reilly to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received November 18) 

(No. 1384. Confidential) Moscow, 

(Telegraphic) November 18, 1957. 

Egyptian Minister of Defence, Abdel Hakim Amer, has been here since 
November 1 as official guest of Soviet Minister of Defence. Accompanying 
Delegation consists of senior Egyptian officers and President’s Secretary, Sami 
Sharaf. 

2. Treatment which Amer has received shows that Soviet Government attach 
exceptional importance to the visit, or at any rate wish to appear to do so. 
Khrushchev and Mikoyan each received Amer separately for discussions. Short 
Press announcements afterwards gave no indication what they were about. Kremlin 
lunch was given in his honour on November 13 and attended among others by 
Khrushchev, Bulganin, Mikoyan, Malinovsky and Gromyko who all attended 
Egyptian Ambassador’s reception in Amer’s honour on the same evening and also 
Amer’s own reception on November 16. At the latter Amer and Malinovsky 
exchanged speeches, neither of which contained anything significant. 

3. In addition, Mikoyan, Pervukhin and Malinovsky have accompanied 
Amer to Bolshoi ballet and Amer has made a television speech which has not 
been reproduced in Press. 

4. In general, Soviet hospitality has been on a scale normal for a visiting 
Head of State, which suggests that Amer is being treated very much as Nasser’s 
personal representative. There were rumours earlier in the year that Nasser 
himself was coming here. Present visit may be intended as a substitute for this. 

5. Very little is known about subject of discussions with Amer. My French 
colleague, however, claims to have reliable information that he himself is saying 
that he has come here to discuss third instalment of Soviet arms supplies to Egypt. 

6. Service Attaches and I have been invited to Kremlin reception for Amer 
tomorrow night. We have of course excused ourselves. 


JE 10338/14 



Sir Patrick Reilly to Mr. Selwyn Lloyd. (Received November 22) 

(No. 47 Saving. Confidential) Moscow, 

(Telegraphic) November 20, 1957. 

My telegram No. 1384 of November 18: Visit of the Egyptian Minister of 
Defence. 

This has ended in a blaze of glory. The Kremlin reception given for General 
Amer last night was attended by the Soviet leaders in strength and by the most 
senior representatives of all walks of Soviet life including the Moslem community. 
The reception occupies the front pages of Pravda and IzvesHyu to-day whose 
headlines acknowledge for the first time that Amer is here as the Representative 
of President Nasser. 

2. Bulganin and Amer both made short speeches. Bulganin attacked the 
Middle East policy of the Western Powers in familiar terms and spoke confidently 
of the firm and mutually advantageous friendship between Egypt and the Soviet 
Union. He said that the talks had been devoted mainly to questions of economic 
co-operation, which the Soviet Government had “ offered in response to the wishes 
of the Egyptian Government and President Nasser”. Amer declared himself at 
a loss for words about his “ magnificent reception ” and devoted the rest of his 
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emotional speech to Egyptian gratitude not only for Soviet help but also for 
their understanding of Arab nationalism and of the Egyptian policy of positive 
neutrality. He said that, in the Soviet Union, Egypt had at last found a Great 
Power she could trust. 

3. Earlier in the day, at a formal meeting in the Kremlin, Amer, Sharaf and 
me Egyptian Ambassador had talks with Khrushchev, Bulganin, Mikoyan, 
Gromyko, Pervukhin, Malinovsky and others. The Tass report published after 
the meeting said that the discussion, which was sincere and cordial, had covered 

those questions of economic and political co-operation and also those military 
questions which had been the subject of the negotiations with Egyptian delegation 
during the course of its visit ”. 

4. Amer is due to leave Moscow to-day. 
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JE 10338/16 No. 40 

EGYPTIAN RELATIONS WITH THE SOVIET SYSTEM 


Mr. Selwyn Lloyd to Sir Patrick Reilly (Moscow) 


Foreign Office, 

December 23. 1957. 


(No. 205. Secret) 

Sir, 

There is a good deal of evidence that the Soviet Government are resolved to 
push ahead with the process of penetrating as many aspects as possible of the 
Egyptian body politic. Their reasons for doing this are well known, and the 
broader Middle Eastern policy of which they form part are familiar and need no 
repetition here. But there is no doubt about the care which the Soviet rulers appear 
to be taking to foster rather than to offend Egyptian and Arab national sentiment in 
the process of penetration; and to attempt to establish in Egypt a State dependent 
on the Soviet bloc and willing to carry out its bidding in international affairs, but 
without the internal features of a Communist satellite or even a “ People’s 
Democracy ” in transition. The growing intimacy between Egypt and the Soviet 
bloc has not resulted in the establishment of local Communists in high places; and 
indeed the Party remains proscribed and its leaders in prison. Far from attempting 
to undo this process, Soviet representatives in other countries are said to have 
pointed to it as evidence that the Kremlin has no wish to force its political 
doctrines on others. Egvpt may perhaps be regarded as a new kind ot Russian 
client State outside the immediate military periphery and allowed to conduct its 
internal affairs largely as it pleases for the time being, provided that it repays the 
support afforded it from the Communist bloc by co-operation in international 

affairs. 

2. The process of Soviet penetration of Egypt is particularly striking in the 
fields of defence, economic assistance and cultural arrangements. 


3. In the military sphere the penetration of Egyptian land forces seems to be 
almost complete. Reorganisation and re-equipment is actively proceeding on Soviet 
lines. The same is broadly true of the air force and of the rudimentary Egyptian 
navy. There is little evidence to support the theory that deliveries of equipment 
are greater than the requirements of the current reorganisation of the Egyptian 
armed forces. Nor are the bases, airfields and port facilities out of proportion to 
reasonable local military requirements, even though they could clearly be of use 
to the Soviet armed forces in the critical opening stage of an armed conflict. There 
also seems to be a significant lack of evidence of any actual Egyptian-Soviet 
agreement about the use of these facilities by the Soviet armed forces. This I regard 
as further evidence of the Russian desire to avoid anything capable of provoking the 
hostility of local nationalism as well as of a wish not to run counter to their general 
policy of demanding the abolition of all bases in foreign countries as illegal. 


4. On the economic side also, the visit of the Egyptian Minister of Defence, 
Abdul Hakim Amer, to Moscow on which you reported in your telegrams No. 
1384 of November 18 and No. 47 Saving of November 20 and the subsequent 
announcement that an agreement had been reached providing for aid to Egypt to 
the value of 700 million roubles, is apparently a major step in the binding of Egypt 
to the Soviet system. I note your view that the Soviet Government attached 
exceptional importance to this visit, or at least wished to appear to do so. 

5. According to announcements in Cairo the loan is to be devoted entirely 
to Egypt’s five-year industrialisation programme. Repayment is to begin five years 
from the date of conclusion of the agreement and will continue in instalments over 
a period of twelve years. In addition Egypt has apparently obtained a Czechoslovak 
credit of about £20 millions. The Egyptian five-year plan is to cost between £230 
millions and £240 millions: £160 millions is to be in foreign exchange, of which 
£20 millions is reported to have been spent alreadv. Thus if the Russian credit is 
worth £62 millions and the Czechoslovak credit £20 millions, £58 millions worth of 
foreign exchange is still to be found. Because of this, the projects which the 
Russian loan is to finance are those which have either already started or for which 
preparatory studies have been completed. These involve a total foreign exchange 
element of some £57 millions, leaving some £25 millions of the credits in hand. 
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This part of the plan is to be completed in three years and is mainly connected 
with the development of Egypt’s natural resources of oil, phosphates, manganese, 
zinc and the like. In addition, five new air fields and four radio stations are to be 
constructed in the Eastern desert for “ mine area service.” Agricultural expansion 
and mechanisation are specifically excluded. 

6. Parallel with this strengthening of the Soviet economic grip on Egypt runs 
the expansion of cultural penetration. The Egyptian Minister of National Guidance, 
Fathi Radwan, has similarly paid a visit to Moscow. On returning to Cairo he 
told journalists that the Soviet Minister of Culture, Mikhailov, had accepted an 
invitation to visit Egypt early next year; that Egypt would send books and 
professors to the Soviet Union to help in the teaching of Arabic; that a number of 
Egyptian announcers would work on Arabic broadcasting in Moscow; that Egypt 
would train a number of Russian announcers in Arabic broadcasting; and that an 
agreement had been reached to exchange films between the two countries. Doubtless 
the four radio stations to be established in the Eastern Desert will eventually serve 
as advance bases for Egyptian (if not Soviet) propaganda. 

7. There have been indications that the Egyptian Government are concerned 
at the degree to which they are becoming committed to the Soviet bloc. In some 
respects they have been disappointed by what the Russians are willing or able to do 
for them. One noteworthy example is over wheat shipments, which seem to have 
been unsatisfactory both in quantity and quality. The Egyptian Delegation have 
admitted to the French Delegation with which they are now negotiating in Geneva 
that they also need “ Western wheat ” and have just made a further contract to 
obtain £2 millions worth of French wheat and fertilisers in exchange for cotton, in 
addition to the earlier £3 millions deal of the same kind. There are also signs that 
the number of ” experts ” from Communist countries and the degree of penetration 
and control which they have achieved are beginning to prove irksome: this has 
been admitted by Egyptians to various Western contacts, including members of 
the United Kingdom Delegation negotiating with them at Rome. Developments in 
Syria also seem to have disquieted Nasser, who would probably prefer a slower 
development more on the lines of his own, and one which would not bring local 
Communists into prominence. The Egyptian Government therefore seem anxious 
to improve their relations with the leading Western Powers, if only as a make¬ 
weight against the East. The Egyptian Foreign Minister has recently made it clear 
to the United States Government that Egypt is anxious to accept Western aid. 
Mr. Black, the President of the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop¬ 
ment, was invited to Cairo on his own terms last month, even though he made it 
plain that he was not prepared to consider a loan at this stage. The talks with 
Her Majesty’s Government in Rome and the French Government in Geneva 
represent a desire to explore the restoration of some sort of relationship with the 
United Kingdom and France which will go beyond the solution to financial 
differences. There are some signs that the Egyptian Delegation, under the Minister 
of Industry, due to leave for Moscow to work out the details of the new agreement 
are in no hurry to set out. 

8. In so far as Nasser wants to improve his relations with the West, if only 
in order to prevent himself from sliding too fast or too far towards Russia, it is in 
our interest to take advantage of any opportunity afforded us to retard the process 
of involvement, provided that we do not damage our position in other respects 
thereby. But the West can hardly expect to wean the present Egyptian regime 
away from its dependence on Russia, if the Soviet Government remain prepared 
to offer Egypt advantages which the West can scarcely do. The most conspicuous 
of these is the supply of arms of a kind which the West could not agree to furnish 
to a neighbour of Israel. But even apart from armaments, Egypt’s dependence on 
economic aid from abroad is likely to continue for many years. Nasser recently 
stated in a major speech that the Egyptian five-year plan will lead to an increase 
of about £130 million in the annual national revenue and provide work for half a 
million people. This result, even if achieved—which seems doubtful—would still 
not meet the needs of a population which is increasing at a rate of half a million a 
year and has moreover been fed with promises of a rise in the standard of living. 
In any case the industrialisation programme and the revised schemes for the High 
Dam (which are not included in it) seem certain to impose a continuing burden on 
the Egyptian economy well beyond the country’s resources. These and'the political 
aspirations of the present regime are likely to commit it to an increasing involvement 
with the Soviet Union. 
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9. While I realise the difficulty of obtaining information in Moscow about 
the intentions of the Soviet Government, I should be glad if you would report any 
indications which may come your way of Soviet intentions towards Egypt. I should 
also be grateful if Her Majesty’s Ambassador at Washington, to whom I have 
sent a copy of this despatch, would arrange to compare notes with the Departments 
and Agencies of the United States Government concerned. 

10. I have sent copies of this despatch to Her Majesty’s Representatives at 
Amman, Ankara, Baghdad, Bahrein, Beirut, Bucharest, Budapest, Khartoum, Paris, 
Prague, Sofia, Tripoli, Warsaw, Washington, and the Head of Political Office with 
Middle East Forces. 

I am, &c. 

SELWYN LLOYD. 
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No, 41 


LEADING PERSONALITIES IN EGYPT 


The following revision of the list of 
Leading Personalities in Egypt enclosed 
with Sir Ralph Stevenson's despatch No. 140 
of the 3rd of July, 1954, has been prepared 
in the Department by Mr. Evans, recently 
Oriental Counsellor in Her Majesty’s 
Embassy, Cairo. 

Foreign Office, S.W. I, 

April 25, 1957. 


Index 

I.—Egyptian Personalities 

1. Fuad Abaza (Pasha). 

2. Mohammed Fikri Abaza (Pasha). 

3. Mohammed Ahmed Abboud (Pasha). 

4. Abdel Hakim Abdin. 

5. Dr. Hafez Afifi (Pasha). 

6. Abdel Maksud Ahmed (Pasha). 

7. Mohamed Zaki Ali (Pasha). 

8. Tarraf Ali (Pasha). 

9. Ahmed Ali Allouba (Pasha). 

10. Mohammed Ali Allouba (Pasha). 

11. Major-General Abdel Hakim Ali Amer. 

12. Brigadier Abdel Moneim Amin. 

13. Mustafa Amin (Bey). 

14. Dr. Abbas Mustafa Amman 

15. Adly Andraos (Bey). 

16. Mohammed Hassan A1 Ashmawi (Pasha). 

17. Maitre Saleh Mustafa el Ashmawi. 

18. Mohammed Attal. 

19. Dr. Mohamed Awad (Mohamed). 

20. Ali Ayoub. 

21. Dr. Soliman Azmy (Pasha), M.R.C.S., 

F.R.C.P. 

22. Abdul Rahman Azzam (Pasha). 

23. Abdul Hamid Badawi (Pasha). 

24. Abdel Meguid Badr (Pasha). 

25. Ahmed Moursi Badr (Pasha). 

26. Wing Commander Abdul Latif Mahmoud 

Baghdadi. 

27. Dr. Hassan Boghdadi. 

28. Abdel Rahman al Banna. 

29. Sheikh Ahmad Hassan Al Baquri. 

30. Bahi-ed-Din Barakat (Pasha). 

31. Dr. Rashed Al Barawi. 

32. Mohammed Kamel Al Bindari (Pasha). 

33. Mahmoud Al Darwish (Bey). 

34. William Makram Ebeid (Pasha). 

35. Ahmed Aboul Ela. 

36. Dr. Abdel Galil el Emary. 

37. Hussein Enan (Pasha), C.B.E. 

38. Hussein Fahmy (Pasha), C.B.E. 

39. Murad Fahmy. 

40. Ibrahim Farag (Pasha). 

41. Mohamed Morsi Farahat (Bey). 

42. Mohammed Ahmed Farghaly (Pasha). 

43. Mahmoud Abul Fat'h. 


44. Dr. Mahmoud Fawzi. 

45. Dr. Mohamed Amin Fikry. 

46. Ahmed Fuad. 

47. Mohamed Fuad Galal. 

48. Edgard Gallad (Pasha). 

49. Dr. Zoheir Garrana (Bey). 

50. Mohamed Mufti al (jazayerli (Pasha). 

51. Dr. Aly El Gereitley. 

52. Ahmed Abdel Ghaffar (Pasha). 

53. Mahmoud Ghaleb (Pasha). 

54. Mirrit Boutros Ghali (Bey). 

55. Wasif Ghali (Pasha). 

56. Mahmoud Suliman Ghannam (Pasha). 

57. Brigadier Salah ed Din Gohar. 

58. Ibrahim Abdel Hadi (Pasha). 

59. Saba Habashy (Pasha), K.B.E. 

60. Soliman Hafez. 

61. Abdel Hamid Abdel Hakk (Pasha). 

62. (Nabil) Abbas Halim. 

63. Abdel Rahman Hamada. 

64. Galal ed Din el Hamamsi. 

65. Dr. Mohamed Khamis Hamida. 

66. Ahmed Hamza (Pasha). 

67. Mohamed Abdel Malek Hamza (Bey). 

68. Dr. William Selim Hanna. 

69. El Lewa Mohammed Saleh Harb (Pasha). 

70. Dr. Mohamed Hashem (Pasha). 

71. Abdel Fattah Hassan (Pasha). 

72. Brigadier Abdel Fattah Hassan. 

73. Mahmoud Hassan (Pasha). 

74. Major Magdi Hassanein. 

75. Mohammed Abdel Khalek Hassouna (Pasha). 

76. Lieutenant-Colonel Abdel Qader Hatem 

(Pasha). 

77. Mohamed Hassanein Haikal. 

78. Colonel Samir Helmi. 

79. Sadek Henein (Pasha). 

80. Moustafa el Hifnawi. 

81. Mahmoud Tewfik el Hifnawi (Pasha). 

82. Ahmed Neguib al Hilaly (Pasha). 

83. Hassan Ismail Al Hodeibi. 

84. Ahmed Hosni. 

85. Ahmed Hussein. 

86. Dr. Ahmed Hussein (Pasha). 

87. Major Kamel-Eddin Hussein. 

88. Dr. Taha Hussein (Pasha). 

89. Wing Commander Hassan Ibrahim. 

90. Dr. Neguib Iskandar (Pasha). 

91. Ismail Al Kabbani. 

92. Dr. Abdul Moneim el Kaisuny. 

93. Dr. Moustafa Khalil. 

94. Ahmed Lufti (Bey). 

95. Ibrahim Bayoumi Madkour. 

96. Aly Maher (Pasha). 

97. Abdel Latif Mahmoud (Pasha). 

98. Mahmoud Mohamed Mahmoud (Bey). 

99. Dr. Mohamed Sabri Mansour. 

100. Ahmed Mortada Al Maraghi (Pasha). 

101. Dr. Hassan Marei. 

102. Mustapha Marei (Bey). 

103. Said Marei. 

104. Ferik Aziz Ali al Masri (Pasha). 

105. Lieutenant-Colonel Mohammed Rashad 

Mehanna. 
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106. Dr. Ibrahim Fahmy Miniawy (Pasha), 

F.R.C.S. 

107. Osman Moharram (Pasha). 

108. Major Khalid Mohi-eddin. 

109. Lieutenant-Colonel Zakaris Mohi-eddin. 

110. Dr. Abdel Wahhab Mooro (Pasha), F.R.S., 

F.R.C.S. 

111. Abdel Shafei Abdel Motaal (Pasha). 

112. Dr. Mohammed Zaki Abdel Motaal (Pasha). 

113. Mohamed Kamel Moursi (Pasha). 

114. Mustafa A1 Nahas (Pasha), G.C.M.G. 

115. Haim Nahoum. 

116. Mohamed Ali Namazi (Pasha). 

117. Hassan Nashat (Pasha). 

113. Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser. 

119. General Mohamed Neguib. 

120. Moustafa Nosrat (Pasha). 

121. Mohamed Abu Nuseir. 

122. Omar Omar. 

123. Ali Zaki Al Orabi (Pasha). 

124. Wahid Raafat. 

125. Fathy Radwan. 

126. Abdel Rahman Al Rafei (Bey). 

127. Brigadier Hassan Ragheb. 

128. Kamel Abdel Rahim (Bey). 

129. Mohammed Hafez Ramadan (Pasha). 

130. Mohamed Ali Rateb (Pasha). 

131. Ali Abdel Razek (Pasha). 

132. Mamdouh Riaz (Bey). 

133. Dr. Mohamed Aly Rifaat, O.B.E. 

134. General Fat’hy Rizq. 

135. Mohamed Rushdy. 

136. Ahmed Zaki Saad. 

137. Wing Commander Aly Sabr>'. 

138. Air Vice-Marshal Hussein Zulfiqar Sabry. 

139. Mohamed Sherif Sabry (Pasha). 

140. Hussein Sabri (Pasha), C.B.E. 

141. Lieutenant-Colonel Anwar Sadat. 

142. Lewa Ahmed Fuad Sadek. 

143. Lieutenant-Colonel Youssef Mansour Saddiq. 

144. Ahmed Khairat Said. 

145. Mohammed Salah-ed-Din (Pasha). 

146. Abdel Meguid Ibrahim Saleh (Pasha). 

147. Abdul Aziz Abdulla Salem. 

148. Wing Commander Gamal Salem. 

149. Major Saleh Salem. 

150. Mohammed Abdel Galil Samra (Pasha). 

151. Salib Sarny (Pasha). 

152. Dr. Abdel Razzak Ahmed al Sanhouri 

(Pasha). 

153. Fares Sarofeem. O.B.E. 

154. Ahmed Loutfi el Sayed (Pasha), K.B.E. 

155. Taha Mohamed Abdel Wahhab el Sebai. 

156. Ahmed Selim. 

157. Mohamed Kamel Selim (Bey). 

158. Mohamed Fuad Serag-ed-din (Pasha). 

159. Lieutenant-Colonel Hussein Mohamed Shafei. 

160. Mahmoud Shaker (Pasha). K.B.E. 

161. Ali Shamsi (Pasha). 

162. Dr. Ibrahim Shawki (Pasha). M.D., M.R.C.P. 

163. Abdul Salaam el Shazly (Pasha). 

164. Maitre Ahmed Abdu al Sherbassi. 

165. Dr. Abdel Hamid El-Sherif. 

166. Mahmoud Mustafa el Shorbaghi (Pasha). 

167. Dr. Ali Tewfik Shousha (Pasha), C.B.E. 

168. Ibrahim Shukri. 

169. Dr. Abdel Razak Sidky. 

170. Dr. Aziz Sidky. 

171. Hussein Sirry (Pasha). 

172. Kamal Ramzy Stino. 

173. Karim Tabet (Pasha). 

174. Sheikh Abdul Rahman Tag. 

175. Major Tahawi. 

176. Mohammed Taher (Pasha). 

177. Nur ed Din Ali Tarraf. 

178. Abdel Fattah el Tawil (Pasha). 

179. Major Toeima. 


180. Colonel Mahmoud Younes. 

181. Mourad Wahba (Pasha). 

182. Sadek Wahba (Pasha). 

183. Ali Amin Yehia (Pasha). 

184. Amba Youssab. 

185. Mohamed Hassan Youssef (Pasha). 

186. Mohamed Farid Zaalouk (Pasha). 

187. Dr. Ahmed Zaki. 

188. Dr. Hamed Zaki. 


II.—Foreign Personalities 

189. Cozzika, Theodore P. 

190. Empain. Baron Edouard. 

191. Gasche. Linus. 

192. Jacquet. Maurice. 

193. Kuentz. Charles. 

194. Mosseri. Felix N. 

195. Pathy, Ladislas Poluauer. 

196. Salvago, Constantine M. 


1. Fuad Abaza (Pasha) 

Born about 1890. Brother of Mohamed Fikri 
Abaza (^.v.). Studied agriculture in Egypt and 
became Director of the Royal Agricultural Society. 
Was also associated with the Arab Horse Society. 
Ingratiated himself with Prince Omar Toussoun, 
who was largely instrumental in securing for him 
the title of Pasha in recognition of his assiduously 
advertised services to Egyptian agriculture. Said to 
have made a substantial amount of money out of 
the activities of the society. Resigned from the 
Anglo-Egyptian Union in protest against British 
intervention at the Palace on February 4, 1942. Was 
founder and first President of the Arab Union Club. 
Sent a telegram of loyalty to King Farouk on his 
deposition following the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952, 
and was relieved of his post with the Royal Agri¬ 
cultural Society. 

Exceedingly vain, pompous and a wholly untrust¬ 
worthy busybody. 

2. Mohammed Fikri Abaza (Pasha) 

Born about 1895. A member of the influential 
and numerous Abaza family of Sharkia Province, 
which is of Turkish descent. Graduated at the 
Faculty of Law, Cairo University. A lawyer by 
profession, he early espoused politics and journalism 
and became Watanist Deputy. A vigorous and at 
times vitriolic speaker in debate, he was popular 
in the Chamber, despite his sharp tongue, and was 
at one time the journalists’ champion there. 
Resigned from the Administrative Council of the 
Watanist Party in May 1950. Editor of the 
Musawwar (Hilal Press), a popular political and 
social weekly with a wide circulation in Egypt and 
other Arabic-speaking countries, to which he 
regularly contributed nationalist and xenophobic 
articles on foreign affairs. His nationalism in 1951 
took the form of advocating Egyptian neutrality and 
even, in his less responsible moments, a non¬ 
aggression pact with Russia. 

Generally respected by other Egyptian journalists, 
but Wafdist opposition was a bar to his election to 
the presidency of the Syndicate of Journalists so long 
as the Wafd was in power. Elected president of the 
syndicate in 1945 and also in 1951. Appointed to 
the Constitution Committee 1953 and made a 
member of its steering committee. In April 1954, 
was appointed president of the temporary committee' 
set up by the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command to replace the dissolved Press Syndicate. 

Although conserving the characteristically anti- 
British outlook of the extreme Nationalist, he is not 
unfriendly socially. 
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3. Mohammed Ahmed Abboud (Pasha) 

Engineer and contractor. Born in 1889. Studied 
engineering (1904) at Glasgow University. In 1913 
he was on the staff of Sir W. Willcocks and Messrs. 
John Jackson (Limited) on the Euphrates dam. On 
the outbreak of war he was employed by the Turkish 
military authorities in Bagdad. Worked there and 
in Damascus during the war and later in Palestine 
as an army contractor. Returned to Egypt in 1920 
with a reputation for sharp practice in business. 
Was equal partner with Messrs. Topham. Jones and 
Railton in the contract for the raising of the Aswan 
dam. Towards the end of 1932 he joined the board 
of directors of the Khedivial Mail Line. Became 
managing director with complete control of the com¬ 
pany, and also managing director of the Tilbury 
Contracting and Dredging Company (Foreign), 
Limited. Was chairman of the Egyptian General 
Omnibus Company with which Messrs. Thornycroft 
were at one time associated. Operates in his own 
name one of the leading contracting concerns in 
Egypt. Before the Agrarian Reform he owned about 
5,(300 feddans of sugar-cane land at Armant and 
acquired a large shareholding control of the Societe 
Generate des Sucreries at de la Raffinerie d'Egypte, 
of which he is managing director. In 1946 he formed 
the Societe Egyptienne d’Engrais ei d'lndustries 
Chimiques to manufacture synthetic fertilisers near 
Suez and obtained a loan of 7 million dollars from 
the United States Export-Import Bank for the 
purchase of machinery and equipment unobtainable 
in the United Kingdom. Was made a director of 
the Suez Canal Company in September 1950. It 
was for years his ambition to control the Misr group 
of companies and, in December 1950. he was 
nominated a director of the Misr Bank. In partner¬ 
ship with a French firm, he secured in 1953 an 
important contract in connexion with the electrifi¬ 
cation of the Assouan Dam. 

His political career began in 1926, when he was 
returned as a Wafdist Deputy. Broke with the Wafd 
after Mohammed Mahmoud’s coup d'Etat of 1928, 
and. following his efforts in the United Kingdom 
to further Mohammed’s cause, was formally expelled 
from the party. Became a strong supporter of 
the Sidky regime, was made a Pasha in 1931. and 
in 1934 was active on its behalf in London. His 
exaggerated claims to influence British political 
circles were notorious. In the following years, steered 
a middle course between the Wafd and the Palace. 
Elected a Senator (Independent) in 1944. After the 
war leaned more and more towards the Wafd and 
in 1949 played a considerable role behind the scenes 
in the formation of Sirri’s coalition Government and 
the subsequent return of the Wafd. Re-nominated 
to the Senate by the Wafd Government in June 1950 
and again in May 1951. It was rumoured that he 
financed the overthrow of the Hilali Government 
in June 1952, fearing that he would be called to 
account for tax arrears and for some of the 
operations of his Sugar Company. Although 
fundamentally hostile to the military regime that 
followed General Neguib’s coup d'Etat of July 23, 
1952, he succeeded in convincing the regime that 
his engineering and commercial enterprises were 
indispensable to the regeneration of the country and 
in keeping them intact until the spring of 1956. when 
the Government took over the Sugar Company. But 
after the Anglo-French intervention of November, 
the regime again made use of his services. 

Extremely shrewd and ambitious: and with the 
great wealth which he has amassed, has made him¬ 
self the most powerful figure in Egyptian business 
and finance. It has been his policy to belong to 
no political party and to make his primary aim 
the development of Egypt's economy—and his own 
af*}*randissement. Prefers to co-operate with Great 
Britain as far as is compatible with this aim. A 
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dangerous and unscrupulous man whose ability to 
weather the storms of Egyptian politics can only be 
described as remarkable. Since 1932 he has been 
a prominent and successful racehorse owner. His 
wife is a Scottish woman of considerable intelligence 
and strength of character. Is believed to have 
married a second wife of Syrian origin. 

4, Abdel Hakim Abdin 

Born at Fayum on February 23. 1914. Graduate 
of the Faculty of Arabic, Cairo University. 
Appointed secretary of the University Library, but 
continued his studies in the Faculty of Law. Was 
secretary-general of the Moslem Brotherhood in 
1941 and was later in the year interned for 
anti-British activities. Released November 1941 
and engaged in propaganda activities until 1947, 
when he was reappointed secretar>'-general. 
Was interned later in 1948 and on his 
release in 1950 was again secretary-general, in 
which post he was confirmed by the elections 
of 1951 and 1953. Opposed to Hodeibi at one 
stage, he became his staunch supporter when 
relations between the Brotherhood and the Army 
Movement deteriorated late in 1952. Is distrusted 
and disliked by Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal Abdel 
Nasser, who appears to consider him Hodeibi's evil 
genius. Interned on the dissolution of the Brother¬ 
hood in January 1954 and released with the other 
Brotherhood leaders in March. Later escaped to 
Syria. 

Shrew'd and efficient, and wielded considerable 
power in the movement. An eloquent speaker, and 
popular, though criticised as an intriguer and for 
the laxity of his morals. Is married to a sister of 
the late Hassan al Banna. 

5. Dr. Hafez Afifi (Pasha) 

Born in Cairo 1886; educated in Cairo and 
obtained his medical diploma in 1907. House 
surgeon in the Kasr-El-Aini Hospital for one year, 
practised for six months at the Rotunda Hospital 
in Ireland, and afterwards spent a year in the 
“ Enfants Malades ” Hospital in Paris. On his 
return to Cairo, he was appointed director of the 
Children's Hospital. In 1912, during the Turco- 
Italian war in Tripoli, he was head of the Red 
Crescent Mission, and spent about a year in 
Cyrenaica. In 1925 he represented Egypt at the 
Infant Health Conference at Geneva. 

His political activities dated from 1919, when he 
joined the Wafd under Zaghlul and took part in 
propaganda and negotiations in London and Paris. 
In 1921 resigned from the Wafd and helped to 
organise the Constitutional Liberal Party. Started 
the Siassch the party’s mouthpiece, which was at 
one time one of the leading Egyptian dailies, and 
was elected vice-president of the party. Member 
of Parliament 1926. Became Minister for Foreign 
Affairs in Mohammed Mahmoud’s Cabinet, June 
1928-October 1929. Made two tours in Europe, 
including England, in 1929. Appointed Minister for 
Foreign Affairs in Sidky's Cabinet June 1930, but 
resigned in mid-July of that year to become Egyptian 
Minister in London. Resigned on May 1, 1934. 
Chairman of an Egyptian Mission of Economic 
Enquiry which visited the United Kingdom in 
April 1935 to study the commercial relationships of 
the two countries. Joined the “ United Front ” of all 
the political leaders formed in November 1935, and 
demanded the return of the 192v Constitution and 
the resumption of treaty negot ations with Great 
Britain. Went to London with he delegation for 
the signature of the 1936 Treaty. Awarded Grand 
Cordon of the Order of Ismail in 1936. Appointed 
Egyptian Ambassador to London in December 1936. 
Resigned in April 1938 and was appointed chairman 
and managing director of Banque Misr in October 
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1939. Chairman of Cotton Purchasing Com¬ 
mission appointed by Ministry of Finance, 1942. 
Chairman of the Anglo-Egyptian Union, 1943. 
Chairman of the Egyptian National Committee of 
the International Chamber of Commerce. Chair¬ 
man Misr Airlines and Misr Shipping. Nominated 
Egyptian representative on the Security Council of 
the United Nations Organisation, March 1946. 
Presided over the Security Council’s session in April. 
Member of the Egyptian delegation for treaty 
negotiations 1946. Promoted the formation of the 
Arab Land Company, to be registered in Cairo, as 
an agricultural mortgage bank to operate in Palestine. 
Elected president of the Federation of Egyptian 
Industries in 1950. Appointed Chief of the Royal 
Cabinet on December 25, 1951, from which position 
he tried to exercise a moderating influence on King 
Farouk during the last months of the latter’s reign. 
He failed—the task was no doubt impossible—but 
fell a victim to the suspicions which attached, in 
the minds of the revolutionary regime, to all who 
had surrounded the King. Interned on the estab¬ 
lishment of the Neguib Cabinet on September 7, 
1952. Released with other internees on Decem¬ 
ber 5, 1952; under house arrest in September 1953 
when the Revolution Tribunal was established, but 
was not tried. 

An honest, intelligent, moderate and courageous 
Egyptian statesman who did his best, in the circum¬ 
stances in which he was obliged to work, to improve 
Egypt’s relations with Britain and to mitigate the 
evil effects on his country of the form of government 
to which it was subjected. Married. 


6. Abdel Maksud Ahmed (Pasha) 

Bom 1897. Studied at Birmingham University. 
Was for a time Assistant Under-Secretary of State 
in the Ministry of Finance. In 1953 became 
president and managing director of the Misr Bank 
and the head of most of its important subsidiary 
companies. He was compelled to retire in 1955. 
President of the Egyptian Society of Accountants 
and Auditors. 

Extremely capable and efficient. Very friendly. 
Married a Lancashire woman. There are four 
children and the whole family speak English. 


7. Mohamed Zaki AH (Pasha) 

Born about 1895 of humble origin. Educated in 
Government schools and graduated from the School 
of Law in 1909. Embarked on a legal career, joined 
the Nationalist Party and contributed legal articles 
to the press. His intelligence and ability as a lawyer 
brought him rapid success. In 1930 Ali Maher, then 
Minister of Justice in Sidky’s Cabinet, appointed him 
judge. Gained rapid promotion, eventually 
becoming Vice-President of the Court of Cassation. 
Resigned when the W’afdist Government attempted 
to interfere with judicial appointments. Appointed 
Minister of State by Abdel Hadi in December 1948. 
Dismissed from the Council of the Nationalist Party 
in May 1950, following the dispute with the President 
Hafez Ramadan. Nominated Senator in February 
1949. but lost his seat by the Decrees of June 195(). 
Was Minister of State in Sirry’s coalition Govern¬ 
ment formed in July 1949. 

8. Tarraf Ali (Pasha) 

A native of Minia. Educated in France as an 
engineer, and on completion of his studies joined 
the Public Works Department. Rapidly made his 
name as a competent official, and became a protege 
of Mohammed Mahmoud Pasha, whom he always 
supported politically. Appointed Director-General 
of Municipalities in the Ministry of Interior. When 
Mohammed Mahmoud formed his Ministry on 


December 30, 1937, Tarraf Ali was appointed Under¬ 
secretary of State for Communications, an appoint¬ 
ment which caused some jealousy. Appointed 
Director-General of Railways, Telephones and Tele¬ 
graphs in 1940, where he showed a spirit of 
co-operation in the handling of difficult transport 
problems created by the war. Made a Pasha in 
1941. Resigned 1942 as a result of a quarrel with 
his Minister, who appointed a Wafdist Secretar>'* 
General to the Railways without consulting Tarraf 
Ali. Nominated Senator May 1946, but lost his 
seat by the Senate Decrees of June 1950. Appointed 
chairman of the board of Cairo Tramways Com¬ 
pany at the beginning of 1948, a position which 
placed him in close contact with the Belgian com¬ 
munity in Cairo. Minister of Communications in 
the first Hilali Government, 1952. Under the Neguib 
regime was appointed to the Municipal and Rural 
Affairs Commission set up under the Five-Year Plan. 
Later appointed chairman of the Government- 
sponsored Iron and Steel Company. 

A pleasant individual, but of moderate capacity 
and inclined sometimes to be obstructive. Talks 
English and French. 

9. Ahmed AH Allouba (Pasha) 

Born about 1900. A brother or half-brother of 
Mohamed Ali Allouba (q.v,). After studying law 
in Egypt, he held appointments in the Parquet, in 
the civil courts and in the Court of Cassation, of 
which he became a counsellor. His legal abilities 
were rated high and he was generally regarded as 
level-headed and reasonable. Was a prominent 
member of the Constitutional Liberal Party and 
was appointed Minister of State in the Hussein Sirry 
Coalition Cabinet in July 1949. being one of four 
Liberal Ministers in that Cabinet. On the resigna¬ 
tion of Khashaba from the Ministry of Justice in 
the following month, Allouba was entrusted with 
that portfolio. Made a Pasha on the occasion of 
the abolition of the Mixed Courts on October 1949. 
In June 1951 he was involved in the investigation 
by the Parquet of letters alleged by Heikal to have 
been sent to the Soviet Legation by Nahas and 
Ibrahim Farrag. Lost his seat in the Senate under 
the Decrees of June 1950. Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 
Held the Grand Cordon of the Order of Ismail. 

Speaks some English and is pleasant to meet. 

10. Mohammed AH Allouba (Pasha) 

Born 1877. An intelligent, able and respected 
lawyer. Began his political career as a Watanist. 
Was treasurer of the Wafd, but seceded in 1921. For 
long a leading Constitutional Liberal and secretary 
of the party. Resigned in January 1934, having 
letumed to Watanist extremism. 

Minister of Wakfs in Ziwer Pasha’s Cabinet, 
March-September 1925, and resigned with his 
Liberal colleagues in protest against Abdel Aziz 
Fahmy’s dismissal. In 1928 he campaigned for the 
abolition of all private Wakfs. In 1929, after 
defending the cause of Islam before the Wailing Wall 
Commission in Jerusalem, he developed an interest 
in Moslem affairs outside Egypt and was a member 
of the Standing Executive Committee of the Islamic 
Congress, on whose behalf he toured India in the 
summer of 1933. Minister of Education in 
Aly Maher Pasha’s Cabinet January-May 1936. 
Nominated a member of the Senate in May 1936, 
and awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of the 
Nile. Was prominent as an opponent of the Anglo- 
Egyptian Treaty in the autumn of 1936. In close 
touch with the Watanist Party, the Young Egypt 
Society and other extremist elements. Took an 
active part in the Arab Parliamentary Congress on 


Palestine held in Cairo, October 1938, and headed a 
deputation to London to present the resolutions of 
the Congress to His Majesty’s Government. In 1943 
his interest in Arab nationalist politics was again 
stimulated by efforts to promote Arab unity in 
anticipation of the post-war settlement. Was a 
leading member of a small and relatively unimportant 
group calling itself the Arab Union Club, which was 
eclipsed by Nahas’s official talks on Arab unity with 
representatives of other Arab States. Succeeded 
Abdel Megid Ibrahim Saleh Pasha as president of 
the Arab Unity Society when the latter was 
appointed Minister in Nokrashi’s Cabinet, December 
1946. Offered a seat in that Cabinet as Minister of 
Wakfs but declined, apparently feeling aggrieved 
because he had not been selected for a more 
important Ministry. Appointed Egyptian Ambassa¬ 
dor to Pakistan in 1949, a role in which his capacity 
for Islamic propaganda could obviously have full 
play. Early in 1950 he resigned on the plea that 
he had fulfilled his mission of setting Egypto- 
Pakistan relations on a firm basis. In the summer of 
1951 he was mentioned as a possible candidate for 
the post of Supreme Guide of the Moslem Brother¬ 
hood, although he had not previously been connected 
with that organisation. 

Under the Neguib regime was appointed to the 
Constitution Committee, 1953, and became a member 
of its steering committee. 

His son is an officer in the British merchant 
marine. 

11. Major-General Abdel Hakim AH .\mer 

Born in 1919, the son of a p)easant farmer. 
Commissioned in the infantry in 1939 and served in 
the Sudan, where he met Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal 
Abdel Nasser (q,v,). In 1941 he and Lieutenant- 
Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser were members of a 
group of officers who attempted unsuccessfully the 
release of Ali Maher who was in residence forcee. 
Qualified for the Staff College when only a First 
Lieutenant. Served in the Palestine War. Member 
of the Nine-Man Committee which organised the 
coup dEtat of July 23, 1952, and which later became 
the Council of the Revolutionary Command. After 
the coup appointed personal Staff Officer to General 
Neguib and continued to act in that capacity when 
Neguib became Prime Minister, A member of the 
Egyptian delegation to the formal Anglo-Egyptian 
talks in May and to the subsequent talks. On 
June 18, 1953, he was promoted to be Major-General 
and appointed Commander-in-Chief, Egyptian 
Armed Forces. Appointed Minister of War and 
Marine on September 1. 1954, retaining command 
of the armed forces. 

He is Lieutenant-Colonel Abdel Nasser’s closest 
friend and strongest supporter in the Council. 
Speaks English, though not well. Loyal and sincere 
but probably lacks Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser’s 
intelligence and vision. A simple character. On the 
whole friendly and moderate. Accepts hospitality in 
diplomatic houses. Married but his wife does not 
frequent European society. A relative of the Ferik 
Haidar, formerly A.D.C. to King Farouk and 
Minister of Defence and Commander-in-Chief, 
Armed Forces. 

12. Brigadier Abdel Moneim Amin 

Bom 1913. An Artillery (Anti-Aircraft) Officer. 
Visited the United Kingdom in 1946. Was a 
Lieutenant-Colonel at the time of the Army Revolu¬ 
tion of 1952. Closely associated with the Nine-Man 
Committee which organised the coup d'Etat but did 
not become a member of the Committee (later known 
as the Council of the Revolutionary Command) until 
some time after the coup. On the morning of 
July 23 made contact with the British and United 
States Embassies as spokesman of General Neguib. 


Later acted as liaison officer between the Committee 
and the two missions. President of the court-martial 
which condemned to death two industrial workers 
after the Kafr el Dawa riot in August 1952. Was 
also active for some time with labour questions at 
the Ministry of Social Affairs. In October 1952 
visited the United Kingdom on a confidential mission 
and discussed the Anglo-Egyptian problems at the 
Foreign Office. Was opposed to the Agrarian 
Reform Law. 

As a result of disagreements between himself and 
the other members of the Committee and also of an 
alleged tendency on the part of his wife to seek to 
use her husband’s position to her private advantage, 
he ceased to be a member of the Committee early 
in 1953. He, nevertheless, remained on friendly 
terms with many members of the Committee and the 
possibility of his being given a diplomatic post was 
under consideration for many months. In January 
1954 he was promoted to Brigadier and appointed 
Egyptian Ambassador at The Hague. On taking up 
this post, resigned his commission in the Egyptian 
army. Within a year got himself appointed 
Ambassador to Germany. Resigned early 1956 to 
try his hpd at business. (He had certain German 
commercial contacts even before his appointment to 
Bonn and was a strong advocate of an Anglo- 
French-German consortium to build the Aswan 
Dam.) 

He is perhaps the most salon-fahi^ of all the 
members of the Committee. Speaks excellent 
English and also some French. His second wife, 
who was also previously married, is quite well off. 
She owns and {personally runs considerable agri¬ 
cultural property. She is French-educated. Both 
frequent European society and their way of life, 
unlike that of most of the other members of the 
Committee, is in many ways typical of the Egyptian 
upjper middle class. 

He has a pleasant if somewhat smooth manner. 
Tenacious in argument. At one stage deeply 
suspicious of Her Majesty’s Government’s {policy and 
apparently less 0{)en-minded on Anglo-Egyptian 
problems than some of his colleagues. He mellowed, 
however, considerably, particularly after leaving the 
Committee. Personally friendly. 

13. Mustafa Amin (Bey) 

Born about 1912. He and his twin brother, Ali 
Amin, are the sons of the late Amin Yusef Bey. 
Both were trained for the engineering profession, 
Mustafa having studied at Sheffield University, 
where he became president of the Debating Society. 
Of the two, Mustafa is the more forceful and was at 
one time a Deputy but did not stand in the 1950 
elections. 

Visits to the United States gave him the op{por- 
tunity to learn the techniques of American journalism 
which he applied to the editing of the weekly 
{Periodical A khhar AI Yom^ founded and jointly 
owned by himself and his brother. The circulation 
of Akhhar At Yom, which was {perhaps the first 
Middle East paper with a deliberate ap{peal to women 
readers, reached the 100.000 mark. In 1946 the 
Amin brothers bought the satirical and political 
weekly Akher Saa and transformed it by means of 
colour printing into an attractive readable paiper. In 
1950 a new venture called Akher Lahza ap{peared as 
a news supplement to Akher Sa*a, which became 
bi-weekly. In June 1952 they successfully launched 
a daily pajper. At Akhhar at Gadida, The Amin 
brothers undertake the printing, publishing and 
advertising of their pa{pers themselves. 

Politically their pa{pers were indejpendent and anti- 
Wafd. Following the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1953, 
they became generally pro-regime. Their attitude 
was at one time viciously hostile to Great Britain 
and Akhhar At Yom sank to depths of scurrility and 

























even indecency in its comments. There was con¬ 
siderable improvement during 1950-51, when the 
Wafdist Government became the main target, but 
this was, unfortunately, not maintained during the 
early stages of the military regime. Their subse¬ 
quent attitude was equally variable and their main 
object was to keep their considerable newspaper 
empire intact. 

He and his brother speak English well and are 
personally friendly. Ambitious and unreliable. 

14. Dr. Abbas Mustafa Ammar 

Born 1908. Educated Cairo and Manchester 
Universities. Appointed successively Director of 
Technical Research in the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Assistant Professor at Cairo University and Director- 
General of the Fellah Department of the Ministry of 
Social Affairs. Served in the Egyptian Delegation 
of the United Nations in 1947 as an adviser on 
Sudanese affairs. In 1949-50 took a leading part in 
the United Nations Social Welfare Seminars in Beirut 
and Cairo. Seconded in 1951 to the United Nations 
and in 1952 was appointed Director of the 
U.N.E.S.C.O. Centre for Fundamental Education in 
Egypt. Appointed Minister for Social Affairs in 
General Neguib's reshuffled Cabinet on December 9, 
1952. Survived the Cabinet changes of June 18 and 
October 6, 1953. Transferred to the Ministry of 
Education January 3, 1954. Resigned on April 18, 
1954, after the dispute between the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command and General Neguib over 
the presidential powers. Accepted a post with 
l.L.O. in Switzerland. 

Ready to accept responsibility, constructive and 
thorough. Is willing to listen to advice from foreign 
specialists. Personally friendly. 

15. Adly Andraos (Bey) 

Born in 1905. Comes of an old and prominent 
Coptic family in Luxor. After studying at Victoria 
College. Alexandria, and with the Peres Jesuites in 
Cairo, he specialised in law at Aix-en-Provence, 
the Sorbonne and the Ecole Libre des Sciences 
PoUtiques, On returning to Egypt in 1927 he was 
enrolled in the Mixed Bar in Cairo. After a dis¬ 
tinguished legal career he accompanied Abdul Hamid 
Badawi. then Minister for Foreign Affairs, to the San 
Francisco Conference in April 1945 as legal adviser 
of the Egyptian delegation. In 1946 he was 
appointed to succeed the late Youssef Gallad Pasha 
as head of the European Bureau in the Royal 
Cabinet. Was temporarily delegated to the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs with the rank of Minister 
Plenipotentiary on the insistence of King Farouk, to 
collaborate in the preparation of Egypt’s case before 
submission to the Security Council and to accompany 
the delegation to New York as a legal expert. Was 
a member of the Egyptian delegation to the General 
Assembly in Paris, &ptember 1948. Transferred to 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in August 1949 and 
subsequently appointed Egyptian Minister to Greece. 
Became the first Egyptian Ambassador to Greece 
when the post was raised to an Embassy in April 
1950, and later that year had to handle a delicate 
situation arising out of some remarks about King 
Farouk which were attributed to Queen Frederika 
by an American newspaper. The incident was 
smoothed over, and in early 1951 Adly Andraos was 
active in promoting an exchange of cultural missions 
between Egypt and Greece. Was warmly compli¬ 
mented by the Cairo press on the occasion of 
Greece’s recognition of the Royal Title in 1952. 
Transferred to Paris in November 1952, having 
apparently survived his former Palace connexions 
without taint. He soon fell foul of the new regime, 
particularly military intelligence and, following 
unsavoury allegations about his private life, was 
forced to resign in July 1953. 


Speaks excellent English and French and mixes 
well with foreigners. A highly cultured and intelli¬ 
gent person. Although his personal relations with 
the British are quite friendly, he does not hide his 
distrust of British policy, an attitude probably due 
to opportunism and his reluctance, as a Copt, to 
incur the criticisms of Moslem Nationalists. 


16. .Mohammed Hassan A1 Ashmawi (Pasha) 

Began his career as a lawyer, became a civil judge 
in the Court of First Instance, and later served for 
five years in the Sudanese courts at Omdurman. On 
return to Egypt he was appointed lecturer in the 
School of Law. Subsequently became Secretary- 
General of the Ministry of Education and later 
Under-Secretary of State in the same Department. 
Was later appointed Royal Counsellor in the 
Ministries of National Defence, Agriculture, Social 
Affairs and Public Works successively. Appointed 
Minister of Education in Sidky Pasha’s Cabinet, 
February 1946, holding office as an Independent. 
Was for some years considered as pro-Wafdist, but 
later avoided all partisanship. Nominated Senator, 
May 1946. Resigned from the Ministry of Education 
on the fall of Sidky Pasha’s Cabinet in December 
1946. Appointed Minister of Education again in 
Hussein Sirry Pasha’s neutral Cabinet, November 
1949. Under the Neguib regime was appointed to 
the Constitution Committee in January 1953. 

Has had a reputation, possibly undeserved, of 
being by nature rather fanatical and xenophobic. 
His son Hassan was a prominent member of the 
Moslem Brotherhood and was one of Hodeibi’s 
candidates for a ministerial post under General 
Neguib. His daughter is also married to a leading 
member of the Brotherhood, who was imprisoned 
for life in 1954. and was herself an active organiser 
of its feminine section. 


17. Saleh Mustafa el Ashmawi 

Born about 1913. Graduate in commerce of Cairo 
University. An early member of the Moslem 
Brotherhood he was in 1939 second-in-command to 
Hassan al Banna, the Brotherhood’s founder, and in 
1946 was chief editor of its paper AI Ikhwan al 
Muslimeen (subsequently suppressed). Appointed 
president of the Brotherhood’s Political Committee 
in 1948 and was also acting treasurer. Interned 
1949-50. In May 1950 became acting Supreme 
Guide when the movement’s leaders were released 
from internment. Retained his place in the 
Guidance Office when Hodeibi was appointed 
Supreme Guide on October 19, 1951. Regarded as 
the leader of the more extreme wing of the move¬ 
ment in opposition to Hodeibi. Professed to favour 
closer co-operation between the Brotherhood and 
the army and was encouraged by Lieutenant- 
Colonel Nasser to oppose Hodeibi. Unsuccessful in 
the 1953 elections for the Guidance Council. 
Dismissed from the Brotherhood after he and some 
of his supporters had forcibly occupied the Brother¬ 
hood’s headquarters as a protest against the 
expulsion of four members of the Brotherhood’s 
terrorist organisation. Was not arrested when the 
Brotherhood was dissolved in January 1954. 

Proprietor and editor of A! Da*awa, the Brother¬ 
hood’s semi-official weekly newspaper. Believed to 
be venal. 

18, Mohammed .4ttal 

Born about 1900. Has been for some years an 
important figure in the Egyptian cotton world. 
Appointed Deputy Chairman of the Misr Bank in 
1955. 

Father-in-law of Abou Nosseir (c/.v.). Speaks 
English but not well. Not an impressive character. 


19. Dr. Mohamed Awad (Mohamed) 

Born about 1895. Educated in Egypt and from 
1920-26 at Liverpool (M.A.) and London (Dr. Phil.) 
Universities. Deported to Malta with the Young 
Nationalists during the first world war. Was 
viewed with disfavour by the Sidky regime for having 

defended the independence of the university and 
Dr. Taha Hussein.” From 1937-44, was an active 
and co-operative member of the Anglo-Egyptian 
Union and also assisted Freya Stark with the Ikhwan 
al Hurriya, Director of Press and Censorship in 
1940, in which post he co-operated well. Director 
of the Sudan Institute until 1953. Won a Social 
Science Prize in 1952 for a work entitled “The 
Northern Sudan; its Inhabitants and Tribes.” Took 
a leading part in the Egyptian State Broadcasting’s 
anti-British propaganda to the Sudan. Appointed 
Rector of the University of Alexandria in January 

1953. Appointed Minister of Education on April 18, 

1954. Dropped on September 1, 1954. 

Is a geographer of repute and the author of several 
books. Advocater of birth control and obtained a 
fetwa from the Sheikh of the Azhar permitting its 
practice by Moslems. Believes that in Egypt priority 
should be given to primary and technical over 
secondary and university education: also that study 
in the United Kingdom is more suited to the 
Egyptian character than elsewhere. Ambitious, 
rather conceited and opportunist. Married late in 
life to a very attractive wife. 

20. Ali Ayoub 

After graduating from the Faculty of Law he took 
up a legal career. Played an active part in the 
Nationalist Movement of 1919 and joined the Wafd. 
Entered Parliament as a Wafdist but seceded from 
that party with Ahmed Maher and Nokrashi and 
became one of the prominent members of the 
Saadist Party. Minister of State in Hassan Sabry’s 
Cabinet in 1940. Elected Vice-President of the 
Chamber in 1944. Appointed Minister of Education 
in March 1949 in Abdel Hadi’s Cabinet. Was 
Minister of Social Affairs in Sirry’s coalition Cabinet 
July-November 1949. Deprived of political rights 
for ten years by decision of the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command in April 1954. 

Owns land in Sharkieh province and is believed to 
be fairly wealthy but has a reputation for venality. 
His private life is said to be rather disreputable. 

Moderate in politics. 

21. Dr. Soliman Azmy (Pasha), M.R.C.S., F.R.C.P. 

Graduated from the medical school of Cairo 
University and began his career in private practice, 
specialising in chest diseases. Lectured in the 
faculty of medicine at Cairo University and became 
Professor and later Dean of the faculty in succession 
to Dr. Ali Ibrahim Pasha. He resigned from this 
position in 1945 owing to ill health. Well liked by 
British doctors in Egypt. Has made a good deal of 
money from his private practice. Appointed 
Minister of Health under Sidky Pasha, February 
1946. Nominated Senator, May 1946. Was not 
reappointed Minister of Health after the fall of the 
Sidky Cabinet in December 1946. Appointed to the 
presidency of the Egyptian Red Crescent Society in 
April 1947. 

22. Abdul Rahman Assam (Pasha) 

Born about 1893. His father was Giza Province 
representative in the Legislative Council. The 
family are of Arab stock settled in the Delta for 
several generations. Studied medicine in Cairo and 
continued his studies from 1912 to 1914 at a London 
hospital but did not qualify. On the outbreak of 
war in 1914 he joined the Arab tribes in the Western 
Desert and won a considerable reputation fighting 
and working in the cause of the Senussi. He was 


under sentence of death by the Italians. Returned 
to Egypt after the war and for some time avoided 
Egyptian politics. He then played a fairly 
prominent part as a Deputy and was regarded in 
the Chamber as an authority on matters military. 
An Egyptian delegate to the Parliamentary Congress 
at Rio de Janeiro in 1927, and to the Parliamentary 
Economic Congress at Brussels in 1929. Made a 
study of agrarian conditions in Roumania. 
Appointed Egyptian Minister to Iraq and Persia in 
March 1936 and, in addition, to Saudi Arabia in 
August 1936 and Afghanistan in March 1937. He 
made a good impression in Bagdad. Went to 
London as a member of the Egyptian delegation to 
the Palestine Conference in 1939. Appointed 
Minister to Turkey in August 1939. Appointed 
to be Minister of Wakfs and Commandant of the 
Territorial Forces, in Ali Maher’s Cabinet, on 
August 18, 1939. Transferred from Wakfs to Social 
Affairs on December 20, 1939. Retired with that 
Cabinet on June 27, 1940, but retained command of 
the territorials until they were placed under the 
Minister of Defence. Came out with meritoriously 
pro-British statements during our retreat to Alamein. 
Minister for Arab Affairs in the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, a post specially created in 
connexion with the Arab unity discussions then 
proceeding. Nominated Secretary-General of the 
Arab League, 1945, on the insistence of Nokrashi 
Pasha. In 1947, he accompanied the Arab delega¬ 
tions to the Special General Assembly of the United 
Nations on Palestine. 

As Secretary-General of the Arab League he can 
only be regarded as a failure. Though his 
enthusiasm was an asset, he unfortunately showed 
lack of balance. His position was threatened by 
Nuri Pasha el Said’s attack on the Arab League 
administration in the autumn of 1949. Weathered 
the storm though not without some loss of prestige 
in Arab circles. Was re-elected Secretary-General 
of the Arab League for a further two years in May 
1951. Resigned September 1952 following the 
change of regime in Egypt. Replaced by Abdel 
Khalek Hassouna ((7.v.). Was one of Ibn Saud’s 
political and commercial advisers, and was so 
employed in the Buraimi arbitration in 1955. 

He is a man of very considerable charm and is 
personally friendly. Married. 

23. Abdul Hamid Badawi (Pasha) 

Born about 1892. Educated at the School of Law 
in France, where he did brilliantly. His early career 
was in the parquet. In 1914 he was “chef de 
Cabinet ” and technical secretary to Sarwat, then 
Minister of Justice. Accompanied Adly on h‘ 
mission to London in 1921 as secretary to the 
Egyptian delegation. On return to Egypt he was 
appointed Secretary-General at the Presidency of the 
Council of Ministers and became later a Royal 
Counsellor in the State Legal Department of which 
he became president about 1927 and remained there 
until December 1940. Member of the Egyptian 
delegation to the Montreux Capitulations Con¬ 
ference. Was at first obstructive, but became more 
helpful when he realised that the Egyptian Govern¬ 
ment were prepared to make concessions. At 
Montreux itself his technical ability was of the 
greatest help. Awarded Grand Cordon of the Order 
of Ismail. 1936. Subsequently became persona 
ingratissima with the Wafd when he gave an opinion 
unfavourable to them over the question of the 
King’s prerogatives, and generally showed himself 
to be an Instrument of the Anti-Wafd Opposition. 
Appointed Minister of Finance in Hussein Sirry’s 
reformed Cabinet on November 5, 1940. Resigned 
from Ministry of Finance in December 1941, in 
consequence of serious charges of nepotism and 
corruption. In March 1945 Nokrashi appointed 
















him Minister for Foreign Affairs and Badawi headed 
the Egyptian delegation to the San Francisco 
Conference in the following month. His loquacity 
and importunities at San Francisco were, if anything, 
a disservice to Egypt and the smaller nations. In 
February 1946. just before he left office on the fall 
of the Nokrashi Government, it was announced that 
he had been elected a judge of the International 
Court of Justice, an honour which flattered his 
vanity, but for which he is doubtless well qualified 
by his legal acumen and experience. Awarded the 
title of Imtiaz in 1946. Also held the Grand Cordon 
of the Order of the Nile. Is president of the ScKiete 
Fuad / d" Econo mi e Politique de Statistiqiie de 
L?gislatio?u an official research organisation of high 
standing. 

He is a highly intelligent man, with a subtle 
lawyer's mind. His political tendencies have always 
been Constitutional Liberal. Without showing any 
obvious antipathy to foreigners, he is definitely 
Nationalist. Successive Prime Ministers and 
Ministers of Justice have owed him much. His 
nationalism and legal argumentativeness have tended 
to obtrude themselves with embarrassing persistence 
in every variety of official document. 

24, Abdel Meguid Badr (Pasha) 

Born about 1895. Served for some years as an 
engineer in the Government service before retiring 
to go into business. 

Identified himself with the national movement in 
his youth and his eloquence was apparently not 
without effect on his fellow-students at the university 
during the 1919 troubles. Joined the Saadist Party 
and became a close friend of Nokrashi’s. Appointed 
Minister of Social Affairs by Ahmed Maher in 
January 1945. Retained that portfolio in Nokrashi’s 
Cabinet, February 1945. Made a Pasha in 1946. 
W'hen Sidky strengthened his C!abinet in September 
1946, with "Saadist participation. Badr was appointed 
Minister of Social Affairs. After Sidky’s resignation 
in December of that year, he returned to office as 
Minister of Commerce and Industry in Nokrashi 
Pasha’s Cabinet. When this Cabinet was reshuffled 
in February 1947 he gave up that portfolio for the 
more important one of Finance, in succession to 
Abdel Hadi who had been appointed Chief of the 
Royal Cabinet. The publication of a report by 
Mahmoud al Darwish (q.v.) containing critical 
reflections on the Government's financial policy and 
on the integrity of the Administration prompted 
King Farouk to insist, in November 1947. on Badr's 
relinquishing the Ministry of Finance. As a solution 
he was given the lucrative directorship-general of the 
Egyptian State Railways. Resigned in December 
1949, following a main line railway accident in 
which several lives were lost. For some months 
previously had been suffering with serious eye 
trouble. Member of the Economic Mission to 
Eastern Europe. November 1953. Deprived of 
political rights by decision of the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Speaks English. 

25. Ahmed Moursi Badr (Bey) 

Graduated from the School of Law in 1916 after 
having been in prison for three months, according to 
reports, on a charge of threatening to kill the British 
Vice-Principal of that school in 1914. Again 
arrested in the same year on a charge of complicity 
in a plot to assassinate the late Sultan Hussein and 
remained in detention for two years. Joined the 
Wafd in the early days of the national movement and 
became secretary to the Wafdist Committee in 
Alexandria. In 1930, under the Sidky regime, he 
was arrested on a charge of inciting the public to 
organise demonstrations and agitation. In 1931 he 
broke away from the W'afd and decided to concen¬ 


trate on his legal career. Returned to politics, 
however, when the late Ahmed Maher Pasha and 
Nokrashi Pasha broke away from the Wafd in 1937 
and was, with them, one of the original members 
of the Saadist Party. In the reconstruction of 
Nokrashi Pasha’s Cabinet in November 1947, he was 
appointed Minister of Justice, and aroused the 
antagonism of the Council of State owing to his 
alleged use of political influence in appointments to 
it. He remained Minister of Justice under Ibrahim 
Abdel Hadi until the latter’s resignation in July 1949, 
when he became Minister of Education in Hussein 
Sirry's Coalition Cabinet. Relinquished office when 
Sirry formed his caretaker Government in November 
1949. Following the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952, 
showed readiness to collaborate with the army 
regime. In November 1952 he was for a short 
time vice-president of the Saadist Party after its 
reorganisation in accordance with the Political 
Parlies Law and before its final dissolution. One of 
the politicians consulted by the military regime in 
November 1953. Deprived of political rights by 
decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command an April 14, 1954. 

He is one of Alexandria's leading lawyers. A man 
of powerful physique and considerable vitality, he is 
a keen golfer and, at one time, had a handicap of 2. 
He speaks English fluently. 

26. Wing Commander Abdel Latif Mahmoud 
Baghdadi 

Born 1917. Educated at Mansurah Secondary 
School. Graduated from the Military College in 
1938 and the Air College in 1939. Qualified as a 
pilot in the Egyptian Air Force. Joined Misr Air 
Lines in 1946. Appointed Commandant, Cairo West 
Air Station, in 1948. Early that year he and Wing 
Commander Hassan Ibrahim (^.v.) planned to fly 
Egyptian Air Force planes to the Arab guerilla 
forces in Palestine. During the Palestine War he 
commanded a heavy bomber squadron and took part 
in raids on Tel Aviv. Took a course with the Royal 
Air Force in the Canal Zone but was not particularly 
happy there. Involved in a flying accident in 1950. 
Appears to have been the recognised spokesman of 
junior air force officers. A member of the Nine-Man 
Committee which organised the coup d'Etat of 
July 23, 1952, and which later became the Council 
of the Revolutionary Command. 

After the coup was appointed to the Ministry of 
Supply, where he was closely associated with the 
price-control campaign. He was for a time 
Controller-General of the Liberation Rally. A 
member of the Egyptian delegation to the Anglo- 
Egyptian talks in May and to the subsequent 
talks. On June 18. 1953, he was appointed 
Minister of War and Marine in the reconstituted 
Cabinet. President of the Revolution Tribunal set 
up in September 1953. Appointed Minister for 
Municipal and Rural Affairs on April 18. 1954. 

On June 30, 1956, appointed Minister for Planning, 
retaining portfolio of Municipal and Rural Affairs. 
After the Anglo-French military intervention in 
November 1956 was made Minister for Port Said 
Affairs. 

Showed great initiative and drive in pushing 
through plans for embellishing and improving 
municipal facilities in the capital and other towns. 

Has had no particular political associations in the 
past and is believed to be generally moderate and 
sound in judgment. Influential and a close supporter 
of Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser in the 
Council. His relations with Nasser were temporarily 
strained in 1955 following a scandal involving one 
of his collaborators. 

Speaks English, though not well, and occasionally 
accepts foreign hospitality. Married but his wife 
does not frequent European society. 


27. Dr. Hassan Baghdadi 

Born about 1910 and educated in Egypt. Has a 
legal practice in Alexandria. Member of the Yemeni 
delegation to the United Nations and acted as 
Counsellor to the Yemeni negotiators who visited 
London for frontier discussions in 1951. Appointed 
Deputy Minister of Commerce and Industry in July 
1953 and promoted to Minister on February 7, 1954. 
After tough bargaining and following the personal 
intervention of Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser, succeeded 
in resolving the long-outstanding differences between 
the Egyptian Government and foreign oil companies 
operating in Egypt. Resigned his portfolio on 
April 18. 1954, after the dispute between the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command and General Neguib 
ever the presidential powers. 

Personally friendly, but his approach to problems 
is inclined to be legalistic. Opportunist. Sp>eaks 
English well. 

28. Abdel Rahman al Banna 

Bom about 1904. One of the four 'orothers of 
the late Hassan al Banna, to whom he bears a 
striking resemblance. A journalist by profession, he 
was one of the founder members of the Moslem 
Brotherhood and a member of the original Guidance 
Office. In 1947 was a member of the executive 
responsible for social services and in 1951 chief of 
the Brotherhood’s Youth Movement, Was candidate 
for the post of Supreme Guide but was unsuccessful. 
An editor of Al Daawa. Acquitted at the trial of 
Moslem Brotherhood leaders in December 1954 
following the attempt on Nasser's life. 

A supporter of the policy of co-operation with the 
military regime and anti-Hodeibi. A good speaker 
and writer but suffers from poor health. Doctrinally 
an extremist. 

29. Shaikh Ahmad Hassan Al-Eaquri 

Born about 1913 of a middle-class family from 
Assiut Province. Educated at Al-Azhar, and in 
1934 was President of the Azharist Union. Latex 
appointed Head of the Cairo Azhar Institute and of 
the Minia Institute. Was interned from 1939 to 
1945. An active member of the Moslem Brother¬ 
hood in the years after the war. After the internment 
of the leaders of the Brotherhood and its suppression 
following the murder of Nokrashi in 1949, Baquri 
was the only senior member of the Brotherhood who 
remained free. He had married the daughter of 
Shaikh Muhammad Abd Al-Latif Diraz (Vice-Rector 
of Al Azhar since October 1952), then a staunch 
Saadist, and it was probably largely through his 
influence that Baquri was not arrested. By consent 
of the interned leaders Baquri became Acting 
Supreme Guide. Following the release of the leaders 
in 1950 he was displaced by Saleh Mustafa 
Al-Ashmawi {q.vA as Acting Supreme Guide. In 
May became Deputy Supreme Guide, but in July 
refused to sign the resolution of the Guidance Office 
approving the election of Hassan Ismail Al-Hodeibi 
as Supreme Guide. In January 1952, in defiance of 
the Supreme Guide's policy, he organised and super¬ 
vised in action an Ikhwan Liberation Unit, which 
fought at Tel Al-Kebir. In June, again against the 
Wishes of the Supreme Guide, joined Dr. Ahmad 
Hussain's Fellah Society. On September 8. 1952, in 
spite of Hodeibi's refusal to allow the Brotherhood 
to participate in General Neguib's Government, he 
entered it as Minister of Waqfs and was, in conse¬ 
quence. dismissed from the Brotherhood. 

His political career has been that of an enlightened 
free-thinker. Despite his dismissal from the Brother¬ 
hood, he had a following in the movement until it 
was declared illegal in December 1954. Although 
in the past an advocate of violence, he mellowed 
considerably with the passage of lime and the 
assumption of responsibilities. Doctrinally more 
moderate than Hodeibi (c/.v.) he has a better 
judgment of what is politically practicable. 

53172 


A man of considerable personality and intelligence 
with a high reputation for wisdom, probity and 
charity. Ambitious and opportunist. Appears to 
possess a good deal of personal magnetism and, 
unlike Hodeibi, is a good and compelling speaker. 
He is a great reader, has studied English by himself 
and is now able to read some English books. Per¬ 
sonally friendly. Is fond of sport and has always 
encouraged the playing of games at the educational 
institutions where he has taught. A family man with 
three daughters. 

30. Bahi-ed-Din Barakat (Pasha) 

Born about 1891. A grand-nephew of Saad 
Zaghloul. Studied law in Egy'pt and also in France, 
being a member of the Educational Mission to 
France which included Nashat (r/.v.) and Abdel 
Hamid Badawi (^.v.). Served for some time in the 
Ministry of Justice and was a sub-director when 
Zaghloul in 1924 spectacularly promoted him Under¬ 
secretary of State for Justice. Later became judge 
in the Mixed Court of Appeal in Alexandria, and 
passed from there to the Native Court of Appeal in 
Cairo in 1927. Sat on the Court of Discipline which 
acquitted Nahas and his colleagues in the Seif-ed- 
Din case in February 1929, and is understood to 
have been responsible for drafting the judgment. 
Minister of Education and for some time Acting 
Minister for Foreign Affairs in the Nahas Cabinet, 
January-June 1930. Associated with his father in 
the break-away of the “ dissident Wafdists ” in 
November 1932. Elected a Deputy in May 1936. 
Spoke against the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in the 
debate in the Chamber of Deputies in November 
1936. Appointed Minister of Education in 
Mohammed Mahmoud Pasha's Cabinet Decem¬ 
ber 30, 1937. Made a Pasha in February 1938. 
Elected President of the Chamber after the April 
1938 elections but was not re-elected in November 
1939. From the outbreak of war in 1939 he showed 
a singular capacity for sitting on the fence and 
avoidance of compromising himself in any way with 
the British cause. His attitude was consistently 
timorous and disappointing. Defeated by the rival 
Wafdist candidate in the elections of March 1942. 
Nominated Senator in January 1945. Succeeded 
Kamel Sidki as president of the State Audit, April 
1945. Awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of 
Ismail. 1946. In January 1949 he tendered his 
resignation from the presidency of the State Audit as 
a protest against the Government's continued 
disregard of his successive recommendations for 
reform. Some days later he was persuaded, as the 
result of Palace intervention, to withdraw it on 
receiving from the Prime Minister a promise of the 
Government's full support. Again tendered his 
resignation in September 1949 and successfully 
resisted the efforts of Hussein Siiry, then Prime 
Minister, to persuade him to withdraw it. Was 
summoned to form a Government on July 1, 1952, 
between Sirry's first and second attempts to do so in 
succession to the Hilali Government, but gave up 
after a few hours. Appointed to the Council of 
Regency following the abdication of King Farouk 
but resigned at the time of the dismissal of Colonel 
Mchanna (^.v.) in October 1952. 

He is an elegant person with a lisp; intelligent and 
respected. 

31. Dr. Rashed Al Barawi 

Born about 1910. Educated in Cairo and at the 
London School of Economics. Was Assistant 
Professor of Economics and Politics at the Fuad I 
University. In 1947 contributed Leftist and anti¬ 
imperialist articles to the Arabic press. In 1948 
founded an Association of Middle Eastern Affairs at 
Fuad I University. In September 1952 advised the 
revolutionary regime on agrarian reform. Appointed 
a member of the National Production Council in 
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1952 and president of the Board of Directors of the 
Industrial Bank in October 1953. Member of the 
National Production Council. In July 1956 he 
visited the United Kingdom as a member of the 
Egyptian Trade Mission. 

Dr. Barawi, in his early years at least, was one 
of the ill-balanced Socialist intellectuals from whose 
ranks fellow-travellers are so largely recruited all 
over the world. His attitude to imperialism seems to 
have been largely influenced by the late Professor 
Laski, whose works he studied. He is a prolific 
writer on Socialist and economic subjects and has 
translated Lenin’s ‘‘ Imperialism, the Highest Stage 
of Capitalism ” into Arabic. Although a con¬ 
scientious Moslem, he is opposed to the introduction 
of religious considerations into economics and 
politics. Has a reputation for a certain degree of 
intellectual independence but his views on social and 
economic reform are fanatically held. Whatever his 
feelings about the British in Egypt, he is an admirer 
and constant exponent of the merits of the British 
social and economic system. Responsibility and the 
satisfaction of his personal ambition appear to be 
mellowing him. 

Although he is one of the revolutionary move¬ 
ment’s many advisers, his influence is limited. 
Willing to develop British contacts, both unofficial 
and official, and very ready to give information 
about Egypt’s development projects and to discuss 
economic questions. Touchy. 

32. Mohammed Kamel Al Bindari (Pasha) 

A lawyer by profession. Gained a reputation as 
a thorough and reliable, if not a brilliant, advocate 
in the Native Courts. An active member of the 
Constitutional Liberal Party. At one time he anony¬ 
mously contributed to the anti-Wafd campaign in 
AI Bala^h, Appointed Minister of Public Health 
in Mohammed Mahmoud’s Cabinet on December 30, 
1937. In this capacity he showed himself very slow 
to appreciate any point of view but his own. Began 
to intrigue with Ali Maher and was dropped from 
the Cabinet following the 1938 elections. Appointed 
Deputy Head of the Royal Cabinet by Ali Maher 
on April 30, 1938. Was reported to be very 
svmpathetic to and a supporter of the Young Egypt 
movement of Ahmed Hussein (^.v.). During the 
absence of Ali Maher at the Palestine Conference in 
London in 1939, Bindari so succeeded in under¬ 
mining the former's position at the Palace that on 
his return Ali Maher presented his resignation to 
King Farouk, who was thus faced with the choice 
between him and Bindari. The King reluctantly 
yielded, and Bindari was “ granted one month’s 
leave." After the expiration of his leave he was 
appointed Egyptian Minister in Brussels. Retired 
cn disponibilite, 1940. Appointed Minister, first 
class, in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, July 1945, 
and Egyptian Minister in Moscow, April 1946. In 
this post, he proved malleable material for the 
Russian authorities and developed pro-Soviet 
tendencies which led to his withdrawal in July 1949, 
after addressing to the Egyptian Prime Minister a 
letter advocating Egyptian neutrality between the 
"two blocs"" In December 1950 he was associated 
with the formation of the Egyptian Peace Committee 
and in the first half of 1951 was a leading contributor 
of pro-Communist material on " Peace Campaign ’’ 
lines to the Egyptian press. Member of the Egyptian 
delegation to the World Peace Council in Vienna in 
November 1951. 

An unreliable fellow who has earned the title 
" Red Pasha." 

33. Mahmoud Al Darwish (Bey) 

Graduated at the Cairo ^hool of Law and 
took the degree of B.Sc. at the London School of 
Economics, where he studied under Dr. Dalton. 


Served in the Ministry of Finance for some years and 
became private secretary to the late Amin Osman 
Pasha. In 1938 he was Secretary-General in the 
Ministry of Education, in which capacity he handled 
the notorious Selim Hassan antiquities* scandal in a 
manner which reflected discredit on himself. As 
a result of this affair he was transferred to the 
customs in Alexandria, where he incurred King 
Farouk’s displeasure for refusing, probably quite 
rightly, to give certain customs facilities to a group 
of Palace officials. Was without a post for a time 
and occupied himself with commercial activities 
which proved unsuccessful. During this period he 
joined the Saadist Party but later resigned prior to 
his appointment early in 1945 as Under-Secretary 
for Post-War Affairs in the Presidency of the Council 
of Ministers. He owed this appointment to the then 
Prime Minister, Ahmed Maher Pasha. Early in 1947 
he became Acting Under-Secretary of State in the 
Ministry of Finance and took a prominent part in 
the difficult and complex negotiations which took 
place in London in June 1947 with regard to Egypt’s 
sterling balances. Nokrashi and his Government 
were much embarrassed by the publication in the 
Misri, in October 1947, of a report which Darwish 
had submitted to the Prime Minister criticising the 
Government’s financial policy and alleging corruption 
in the Administration. Darwish was thereupon 
asked to resign but refused and was placed on 
pension in November 1947. 

Although he gives the impression of being not 
anti-British, he is an extreme nationalist. Has a 
certain knowledge of economic statistics, and is a 
clever theoretician. 

34. William Makram Ebeid (Pasha) 

Copt. Born in 1889. Educated at the American 
College, Assiout, and (1905-08) at New College, 
Oxford, where he took honours in Law. By 1912 he 
had also his French Doctorate of Law. In Govern¬ 
ment service from 1913 to 1919. Appointed 
professor at the Royal Law School, but was 
dismissed in August 1921. Joined the Wafd and 
was delegated to London for propaganda purposes. 
Was deported with Zaghlul to the Seychelles. 
Returned to Egypt in June 1923 and was returned 
unopposed as Deputy for Kena. In September 1924, 
accompanied Zaglul to London for the Macdonald 
conversations, fn October 1927, elected Secretary 
to the W’afd in place of Nahas. Minister of 
Communications in Nahas Cabinet, March 1928. 
Minister of Finance in Nahas Cabinet, January L 
1930. One of the delegates for the treaty negotia¬ 
tions in London, March-May 1930. Elected 
Bdtonnier of the Native Bar in December 1933. 
Joined the political "United Front" in November 
1935 as a representative of the Wafd. Became 
Minister of Finance in Nahas’s Cabinet in May 
1936. Again appointed Minister of Finance in 
Nahas’s fifth Cabinet, February 1942. Awarded the 
Grand Cordon of the Order of Ismail. As a result of 
disagreements with Nahas over Mme. Nahas’s 
growing influence over her husband and her irregular 
exercise of political patronage, was dropped from 
the Cabinet in May 1^42, and was dismissed from 
the party in July 1942. Thenceforward he pursued 
a vigorous feud with the Wafd. Expelled from the 
Chamber in July 1943. In March 1943, submitted 
a detailed indictment of the Wafd Government to 
the palace and surreptitiously had the whole text 
printed and published as the notorious Black Book. 
Interned by order of Nahas in June 1944 for having 
published anti-Wafd pamphlets considered sub¬ 
versive of public order. Released by Ahmed Maher 
in October 1944 and appointed Minister of Finance. 
Retained that portfolio in Nokrashi’s Cabinet, 
February 1945. Insisted on an enquiry by a 
ministerial committee into the integrity of the Nahas 
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Cabinet and published extracts from this committee’s 
report in his newspaper AI Kotla while the report 
was still under examination. Demanded immediate 
negotiations with Great Britain for treaty revision in 
December 1945. Relinquished office on the fall of 
the Nokrashi’s Cabinet, February 1946. Member of 
the Egyptian treaty delegation, 1946. Granted the 
title of " Imtiaz." Was a signatory of the statement 
opposing the Bevin-Sidky treaty proposals which was 
issued by seven members of the Egyptian treaty 
delegation in November 1946. His subsequent 
overtures for a conciliation with the Wafd failed. 
Even flirted with the Moslem Brotherhood. In the 
general elections of 1949, was defeated by a Wafdist 
in his own constituency and his party failed to win 
a single seat. Signed the Opposition four-party 
petition to ex-King Farouk in October 1950, and in 
March 1951 joined in the boycott of the Senate 
elections. Subsequently joined the Watanisi group 
in denouncing the Saadists and Constitutional 
Liberals for their attitude on the question of joint 
defence. His newspaper Al Kotla ceased publication 
in 1950. 

His reputation as a Nationalist and a denouncer of 
corruption (especially Wafdist corruption) enabled 
him to survive into the Revolutionary era and to 
figure as a member of the Constitutional Committee. 
Deprived of political rights for ten years by decision 
of the Council for the Revolutionary Command on 
April 14, 1954. Married. 


35. Ahmed Aboul Ela 

Born about 1912 of a wealthy family. Completed 
his education in the United Kingdom. Entered the 
Ministry of Finance and earned rapid promotion. 
Appointed Under-Secretary of State in September 
1954. Was under house arrest for several months 
following a quarrel with the Deputy Prime Minister, 
Wing Commander Gamal Salem Was 

eventually cleared and resumed his post. Was later 
appointed Deputy Governor of the National Bank. 
Made a member (representing the National Bank) of 
the new Economic Organisation set up in the spring 
of 1957. 

Friendly, helpful, courageous. Wife frequents 
European society. 

36. Dr. Abdel Galil el Emary 

Born about 1905. Educated in Egypt and at 
London University. Entered Government service and 
served in the Supplies Department of the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry. Appointed Foreign 
Exchange Controller and in December 1947 an 
Under-Secretary of State in the Ministry of Finance. 
Was a key member of the Egyptian delegation for 
financial negotiations with His Majesty’s Govern¬ 
ment in December 1947, and was chairman of the 
Egyptian delegations in 1949 and 1950. Left 
Government service in 1951 and became director of 
a number of Egyptian companies, including several 
of Abboud’s. Appointed Deputy Governor of the 
National Bank of Egypt early in 1952. Minister of 
Commerce, Industry and Supply in Ali Maher’s 
Cabinet, February-March 1952. Minister of Finance 
in Ali Maher’s Government of July 24, 1952, 
following the army’s coup dEtai, Remained 
Minister of Finance throughout the subsequent 
Cabinet changes of 1952 and 1953. Was a Deputy 
Prime Minister with responsibility for financial and 
production affairs from February 25 to March 8, 
1954, when he reverted to his post as Minister of 
Finance. In the struggle between General Neguib 
and the Council for the Revolutionary Command, 
sided with the former, at least to the extent of 
working for a compromise and thus antagonised 
Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser. His resignation was 
accepted on April 18, 1954. Resumed direction of 
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a leading American cotton firm in Egypt. Given a 
seat on the Board of Anglo-Egyptian Oil Fields. 

He was mainly responsible for Eg>pt’s foreign 
exchange and trade policy from 1947 until the advent 
of the Wafd Government in 1950, and again from 
July 1952 onwards. Earned a reputation for straight- 
dealing and financial probity and ability. After the 
coup d'Etat stood out strongly against the tendency 
on the part of some of his military colleagues to go 
for facile and catch-penny solutions to the country’s 
economic problems but succeeded in maintaining 
the confidence of the revolutionary regime for his 
policy Of austerity and retrenchment for some 
twenty-one months. 

Speaks fluent English. 


37. Hussein Enan (Pasha), C.B.E. 

Has a long record of efficient service with the 
Ministry of Agriculture. Studied in England and has 
shown himself very favourably disposed towards 
British interests, especially as Under-Secretary of 
State for .Agriculture He is a keen farmer on his 
own estate. Has no politics. Accepted the portfolio 
of Agriculture, as an Independent, in Sidky Pasha’s 
Cabinet, February 1946. Nominated Senator, May 
1946. Resigned office on the fall of Sidky Pasha’s 
Cabinet in December 1946. Joined the boards 
of several joint stock companies. In spite of the 
financial sacrifice involved, he accepted the portfolio 
of Agriculture in Hussein Sirry’s neutral caretaker 
Cabinet in November 1949. He relinquished office 
when that Cabinet resigned in January 1950. 

Member of the Economic Mission to Western 
Europe, November 1953. 

Awarded the C.B.E., 1946. He speaks excellent 
English, and his wife, who has an attractive 
personality, also speaks fair English. 

38. Hussein Fahmy (Pasha), C.B.E. 

Born in Alexandria about 1895. He joined the 
Customs Administration, in which his quick 
intelligence and integrity earned him successive 
promotions until he became Director-General of 
Customs. In the early part of the war he was made 
Under-Secretary in the Ministry of Supplies and in 
that capacity represented Egypt in various interna¬ 
tional technical conferences. In 1943 he resigned 
from the Government service to become managing 
director of the Egyptian Salt and Soda Company. 
In January 1949 he accepted nomination as Minister 
of Finance in the Government formed by Ibrahim 
A.bdel Hadi after Nokrashi Pasha’s assassination. 
He was one of the Independents invited into that 
Government for their technical abilities. Continued 
as Minister of Finance on the formation of Hussein 
Sirry's coalition Cabinet in July 1949 and resigned 
with that Government in the following November. 
Was one of the Senators removed by the decrees of 
June 1950. Appointed one of the three sequestrators 
of the Royal property after the abdication of King 
Farouk and later President of the National 
Production Council. Made a member of the 
National Planning Committee when the National 
Production Council and the Public Services Council 
were merged in the Committee early in 1957. Led 
an Economic Mission to the Far East, November 
1953. 

Hussein Fahmy has always given ample proof of 
his friendship and regard for British interests. He 
acknowledges that he owes a great deal to British 
officials under whom he served in the Customs. He 
has a modest and engaging personality and is shrewd 
and businesslike in his methods. An advocate of 
decentralisation in the Administration. Has 
managed to hold his job under the military regime, 
but is unhappy and without much influence. Speaks 
excelleni English and French. 
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39. Murad Fahmy 

Born about 1903. One of the leading Egyptian 
authorities on irrigation. Studied hydraulic engineer¬ 
ing in England. Was connected' with the Aswan 
Dam project and was Under-Secretary in the Ministry 
of Public Works. A member of the Fellah Society 
and a friend of Dr. Ahmed Hussein (r/.v.). at whose 
request he was transferred in 1950 to the Ministry of 
Social Affairs. In the summer of 1951 he was 
transferred from the Social Security to the Labour 
Department of the Ministry of Social .Affairs to make 
room tor a Nahas-proiege. Would probably have 
resigned in disgust had the Wafd not fallen when 
they did. Politically an Independent. Minister of 
Pufec Works in Ali Maher’s one-day Cabinet of 
September 5. 1952. Retained in the same post in 
General N-eguib’s Cabinet of September 7, 1952. 
Dropped in the reshuffle of June 18. 1953. 

.Nephew of .Vii Maher. Personally charming, with 
a good command of English, written and spoken. 
Is calm, factual and patiently analytical. 


40. Ibrahim Farag (Pasha) 

Born 1903. Copt. A native of Samanoud, Nahas’s 
birthplace, he owes something to Nahas’s encourage¬ 
ment for his education and start in life. He was 
trained as a lawyer and appointed Assistant 
Prosecutor-General. Having shown a marked 
partiality for the Wafd. his career in the 
Administration suffered an interruption after the 
Wafd Government fell in 1937, but on their return 
to power in 1942 he was appointed Sub-Director of 
the Inspectorate in Jwfinistry of Interior and then 
became Director of Personnel in that department. 
In the latter capacity he was reputed to have wielded 
an autocratic influence over the Interior administra¬ 
tion generally and he was removed when the Wafd 
Government fell in 1944. In the general elections 
of January 1950 he successfully contested the 
Shoubra constituency as a Wafdist. He was one of 
the younger elements invited to join Nahas’s Cabinet 
in which he was allotted the newly-created portfolio 
of Municipal and Rural Affairs. During the 
Foreign Minister’s absence in America and England 
in 1950, was acting Foreign Minister, and showed 
some inclination to outbid his master in extremist 
public pronouncements on Anglo-Egyptian relations, 
particularly on the Sudan. Created Pasha in the 
Royal Wedding Honours List, 1951. Was acting 
Secretary-General of the Wafd following the intern¬ 
ment of Serag-cl-Din after the Cairo riots of 
January 26. 1952. and continued to hold that post 
until the dissolution of the political parties in 
January 1953. Tried on charge of treason in 
September 1953 and sentenced to fifteen years’ 
imprisonment. Deprived of political rights for ten 
years by decision of the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Like most Coptic Ministers, a disappointment to 
his co-religionists once in office. Irresponsible and 
stupid. 


41. Mohamed .Morsi Farahat (Bey) 

Born 1897. Graduated with a law degree. 1918, 
and appointed Assistant Prosecutor-General, 1920. 
Became successively Chef de Parquet. President of 
the Court of Assizes, Vice-President of the Court of 
Appeal and in May 1948, President of the Military 
Tribunal. Enjoyed a good reputation for fairness 
as a judge. Appointed Minister of Supply in the 
Nahas Cabinet in January 1950. Failed to check 
rising prices and resigned. Appointed President of 
the Alexandria Court of Appeal, November 1950, 
and prior to his retirement held the correspi^nding 
post in Cairo. 


42. Mohammed Ahmed Farghaly (Pasha) 

President of the Alexandria Cotton Exporters 
Association, operating in his own name one of the 
leading cotton export concerns. Holds a number of 
important directorships, including the National Bank 
of Egypt. Member of the Alexandria Municipal 
Commission. 

Is mainly self-made. .An “ Old Victorian ” and 
was a great friend of the late Amin Osman Pasha. 
Anglophile. Though mainly interested in making 
money, he also had political ambitions. 

He proved difficult over war-time cotton opera¬ 
tions. A large and judicious subscriber to war and 
other charities. Rather unexpectedly made a pasha 
in February 1941 and nominated Senator in March 
1942. In the spring of 1950. Farghaly engaged, in 
conjunction with Ali Amin Yehia, in successive 
attempts to corner certain sections of the cotton 
crop. Mme. Nahas and her family, Serag-el-Din, 
Mahmoud Abul Faih and probably (through Elias 
Andraos) King Farouk himself, were financially 
interested in these operations, and when they were 
in danger of misfiring, the Government, in spite of 
the objections of the Minister of Finance, intervened 
in the market to save the group from heavy losses. 
Renominated Senator by the decrees of June 1950, 
but was not returned when his term of office expired 
in May 1951. Under the new regime was the object 
of considerable criticism for his cornering operations, 
and there was talk that the Government would 
cancel all the contracts under the deals in question 
and oblige Farghaly and his associates to disgorge. 
No actual action followed. Subsequently had a 
considerable share in Egypt’s export of cotton to 
Communist countries, though privately expressing 
concern at his country's growing dependence on the 
Eastern bloc. Was a member of the Egyptian Trade 
Mission which visited the United Kingdom in July 
1956. 


43. xMahmoud Abul Fat’h 

Born about 1885. The son of a professor of 
Mahomedan law. Admitted to the School of Law in 
1906. Lived beyond his means and was sentenced 
to six months’ imprisonment for forging a cheque. 
Acted as a factotum ” to a wealthy and dissolute 
\oung Egyptian. Aly Fahmy Bey Kamel, who was 
subsequently shot dead by his French wife in a 
London hoiel. Entered journalism and eventually 
joined the staff ol Al Ahram. Introduced the then 
Prime Minister, Sidky Pasha, to his future mistress. 
Countess Alice Saab, but did not hesitate to 
denounce this liaison when Sidky Pasha fell from 
power. Joined the Wafd in 1936, and in association 
with Karim Sabet and Mohamed Tabei started in 
the same year a daily morning newspaper AI Misri, 
financed by the Wafd as their official organ. In 

1938 Al Misri was purchased outright by the Wafd, 
and he and his brother became salaried co-editors. 
His brother having married a wealthy American, 
Abdul Fat’h in 1939 was able partly to repurchase 
AI Misri and thus became its sole proprietor. Was 
one of the few Wafdist candidates who were 
successful in the general elections of 1937, and in 

1939 was a member of the Wafdist delegation to 
the Indian National Congress. President of the 
Syndicate of Journalists in 1942 and 1943, a position 
which enabled him to gratify his self-advertising 
propensities. He was said to have used his influence 
as a Senator and as president of that syndicate to 
amass a large fortune in the newsprint “ black 
market.’’ When Nahas reconstructed his Cabinet in 
June 1943, Abul Fat’h tried hard to secure an 
appointment as Minister of Social Affairs, though 
without success. Elected a Senator m 1945 and 
again in 19.50. 
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Visited the United States late in 1944 and remained 
there for several months. V'isited Britain in 1945 
and 1946 (remaining there during the treaty 
ncgoiialions in Egypt), and again in 1949. He was 
in the United States in the summer of 1947 during 
the Egyptian appeal to the Security Council, when 
his despatches, though anti-British, strongly urged 
that the atmosphere was unfavourable to Egypt—a 
line w'hich suited the Wafd well enough. President 
of the Journalists’ Syndicate again in 1947. In the 
autumn of 1948 covered the Paris meetings of the 
Security Council and the United Nations General 
Assembly for AI Misri. 

Although by and large A I Misri has followed the 
Wafdist line, it has aspired to rival A I Ahram as 
an independent Arabic daily. At one stage it took 
the lead in circulation (at about 100,000). During 
the Wafd Administration which took office in 
January 1950, AI Misri frequently opposed Govern¬ 
ment policies and took the lead in urging an extreme 
anti-British policy. To some extent this was 
probably attributable to Mahmoud Abul Fat’h’s 
ambition for a ministerial post, an ambition which 
he further pursued in 1950 by cultivating an intimate 
relationship with Mme. Nahas. He also, like 
Mme. Nahas and King Farouk, had a finger in 
the Farghaly-Yehia cotton affair of 1950. In April 
1951 led an Egyptian press delegation to investigate 
the troubles in Morocco, which was refused entry to 
Morocco by the French. In July 1951 A I Misri led 
the attack on legislation proposed by the Government 
to restrict the activities of the extremist press. 
Managed to survive the change of regime and eclipse 
of the Wafd, though AI Misrrs relations w ith the new 
regime were frequently strained. On April 28, 1954, 
was brought to trial, with his two brothers, before 
the Revolution Tribunal on charges of subversive 
activities and corruption. Was tried in absentia and 
sentenced to imprisonment and the confiscation of 
over £E. 350.0(W. Subsequently secured Iraqi 
citizenship. Conducted a violent anti-Nasser cam¬ 
paign, mainly from Beirut. 

Abul Fat’h is an unprincipled filibuster but (like 
Hussein) is not lacking in charm or intelligence, and 
usually creates a favourable impression on foreigners. 
His professions of nationalism impressed many, 
including Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser. 
So long as it suits his ends (which are for the most 
part financial though spiced by political ambitions), 
he will co-operate with any individual or party 
irrespective of character, nationality or party colour. 
He has in the past been suspected of taking money 
from the Italians and from the Russians. 

Has amassed a good deal of money and lives in 
considerable style. 

44. Mahmoud Fawzi 

Born 1900. Studied law at Rome University and 
obtained his doctorate in 1924. Began his official 
career as Attache in the Egyptian Consulate in Rome 
and in 1926 was appointed to a post in the Ministry 
of Justice. Between 1926 and 1936 he held consular 
appointments in New York, New Orleans and Kobe. 
Then successively held the posts of Second Secretary 
at Athens, Consul in Liverpool, Consul-General at 
Jerusalem and First Secretary in Paris. Returned 
to Jerusalem as Consul-General in 1943 and in the 
following year was transferred to the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs. In 1945 he was appointed 
Counsellor at the Egyptian Legation in Washington 
and in 1946 Minister in Addis Ababa. Returned to 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in April 1947 and 
subsequently served as a member of the Egyptian 
delegation to the United Nations Organisation. 
Appointed Egyptian representative in the Security 
Council. December 1948. Transferred to be 
Ambassador to London in October 1952 in 
succession to Amr. Appointed Minister for Foreign 


Affairs in Neguib’s re-shuffled Cabinet ot December 
1952. Retained when Lieut.-Colonel Nasser became 
Prime Minister in 1954. 

An able negotiator, infinitely patient, resourceful 
and pleasing in manner. Personally a moderate 
man, but he has only a limited influence with the 
regime. Unpopular with his former colleagues in 
the Egyptian diplomatic service. Married. 

A political weather-vane. 


45, Dr. Mohamed Amin Fikry 

Born about 1899. Educated at the London School 
of Economics. A former Director-General of the 
Post Office. Appointed Under-Secretary of State in 
the Ministry of Supply, 1939. Was later Deputy 
'Governor of the National Bank of Egypt. In 1952 
became the second Egyptian to be appointed 
Governor of the National Bank, succeeding 
Dr. Ahmed Zaki-Saad. Forced to resign in 1955 as 
a result of an intrigue involving Kaisuny, the 
Minister of Finance. Later appointed a Director of 
Anglo-Egyptian Oil Fields. 

Very friendly and co-operative. 


46. Ahmed Fuad 

Born about 1920. Joined the Misr Organisation 
and became the group’s economic adviser. Was 
apparently associated with the Free Officers’ Move¬ 
ment before the coup d'etat of 1952 and is believed 
to have had a hand in drafting the proclamations 
issued at the time of the coup. Became a sort of 
private economic adviser to Nasser. Appointed a 
member of the National Production Council and on 
its formation Chairman of the Misr Foreign Trade 
Company. Was a member of the Egyptian Trade 
Mission which visited the United Kingdom in July 
1956. 

Believed to have been a fellow traveller in the past, 
but has mellowed and seems willing to be friendly. 

47. Mohamed Fuad Galal 

Born about 1904. Graduated in 1929 from the 
Teachers’ Higher School and appointed teacher in 
Khedive Ismail Secondary School. He was sent in 
1937 on a mission to England, where he studied at 
London University and obtained a degree in 
psychology. On his return to Cairo he was appointed 
Professor in the Teachers’ Higher School and then 
Professor of Psychology in Ibrahim University. 
Active in social and scientific fields. 

Appointed Minister of Social Affairs in General 
Neguib’s first Cabinet formed after the resignation 
of Ali Maher on September 7, 1952. Transferred to 
be Minister of National Guidance on the formation 
of that Ministry on December 8, 1952. Droppjed 
from the Cabinet in the reshuffle of June 18. 1953, 
when Major Salah Salem replaced him as Minister 
of National Guidance. Continued to co-operate with 
the regime, particularly in the Liberation Rally in 
the Committee for Civil Service Reform. In 1955 
elected Chairman of the Arab Graduates'Conference, 
an organisation started by the Lebanese Deputy, 
Emile Bustani. Under the aegis of Egypt and 
Galal’s guidance, the Conference developed on 
markedly anti-British lines. Made a member of the 
National Planning Committee when the National 
Production Council and the Public Services Council 
were merged in the Committee early in 1957. 

Personally friendly. Speaks English. 


48. Edgar Gallad (Pasha) 

Born in Alexandria in 1900, his father being a 
well-known jurist of Lebanese origin. Gallad, a 
Francophile product of the French Jesuit Missionary 
Schools in Egypt, started His career as a lawyer in 
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the Mixed Courts, where he had little success. In 
1923 he tried journalism and started Le Journal du 
Caire, which survived for a few years only, despite 
the fact that it was subsidised by the Palace. In 
1936 he started Le Journal dEgypte. This also was 
supported and subsidised by the Palace. Had it not 
been for the Second World War, which helped him 
considerably, it is probable that Gallad’s second 
attempt would have been no more successful than the 
first. Its circulation reached the 1,200 mark, the 
largest of any French daily newspaper in the Middle 
East. In 1948 started an Arabic evening daily 
AI Zamane, which made some splash at the begin¬ 
ning but dwindled to a circulation of some 8,000 
copies. This paper was also believed to be subsi¬ 
dised by the Palace but was still not able to cover its 
expenses. Became a Pasha in 1949. Was president 
of the Rotary Club of Cairo, and a member of the 
Devonshire Club in London. 

He had for some years a close but informal 
relationship with King Farouk, who seemed to 
appreciate his ideas on political matters and his 
ingenious suggestions for getting around difficulties. 
The rise of Kerim Tabet’s star, however, appeared 
to diminish his usefulness and effectiveness in this 
lespect. He was undoubtedly helpful to us in the 
past in smoothing out difficulties arising from the 
special relationship betw'een Great Britain and Egypt, 
but his judgment on these matters cannot safely be 
trusted. 

Cordially disliked in Egyptian journalist circles. 
Although he is said to have spent more than £2,000 
in his endeavours to be elected president of the 
Syndicate of Egyptian Journalists, he w'as heavily 
defeated, some members of the staff of his own 
papers even voting against him. Like his fellow 
Lebanese, Kerim Tabet, Gallad was regarded as a 
foreign intruder and one of the King’s evil genii. 
Interned on the formation of the Neguib Govern¬ 
ment and wrote from his prison rather fulsome 
leaders in praise of the new order. Was eventually 
released with his fellow internees and has become 
as docile a hack to this regime as he formerly was 
to the King. 

Married in 1948 to a local lady journalist and has 
one son. 

49. Dr. Zoheir Garrana (Bey) 

Born in Tanta 1908 and graduated from the 
Faculty of Law at Fuad I University. Lawyer at 
the Court of Cassation. Appointed Minister of 
Rural Affairs when Ali Maher’s Cabinet was 
reshuffled on February 7, 1952. After the coup 
d'Etat was Minister of Social Affairs and Communi¬ 
cations in Ali Maher’s (Cabinet from July 24 to 
September 5. Company director and author of 
books on law. 

A prominent lawyer, independent in politics and 
well disposed. Is honorary lawyer for the Lady 
Cromer Disp)ensary. 

50. Mohamed Mufti al Gazayerli (Pasha) 

Born 1890. Took a diploma in the School of 
Law in Cairo and began his career in the Parquet. 
After some years in the Magistrature he had an 
interlude in the diplomatic service, being appointed 
successively Egyptian Minister in Ankara and in 
Tehran. Returned to his judicial career and in 1948 
became president of the Court of Cassation. In this 
capacity he had a leading role to play in the cere¬ 
monies which marked the abolition of the Mixed 
Courts in October 1949 and paid generous tribute 
to the work of the foreign judges. Appointed 
Minister of Wakfs in the Sirry neutral Cabinet. 
November 1949 to January 1950. Held the same 
appointment in the Hilali Cabinets of March 1-July 2 
and July 22, 1952. 

He has an agreeable disposition and speaks French 
well. 


51. Dr. Aly El Gereitley 

Born about 1911. Graduated from the School of 
Commerce and Accountancy in 1933 and joined the 
Misr Bank. Promoted an assistant branch manager 
in 1937. Went to London in 1938 and took his 
B. Comm, in 1940. After a short spell at the 
Faculty of Commerce, spent two years in Iraq. 
Joined the Economic Department of Alexandria 
University in 1943. In 1944-45 member of Egyptian 
delegations to international conferences on finance 
and economics, notably the Bretton Woods Con¬ 
ference. .\t the end of 1945 went to London for 
further study and obtained his Doctorate in 
Economics in 1947. Appointed Lecturer in 
Alexandria University. From 1949 served for two 
years with the International Bank. Returned to 
Alexandria and in 1952 joined National Bank of 
Egypt as understudy to Secretary-General. Became 
a member of the National Production Council. 
Appointed Deputy Minister of Finance and Economy 
on May 7. 1953. Following General Neguib's 
resignation on February 25, 1954, was Minister of 
Finance for a few days. He then became Minister 
of State for Economic Affairs. His resignation was 
accepted at the same time as that of el Emary and 
four other civilian ministers on April 18, following 
the dispute between General Neguib and the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command. Appoinced Deputy 
Governor of the National Bank but resigned when 
Amin Fikry (q.v.) was forced out. Later accepted 
a United Nations post as Economic Adviser in 
Jordan. Appointed a Director of the Credit Foncier. 
Following the Anglo-French military intervention in 
November 1956 was made Deputy Sequestrator- 
General and Controller of Banks. A member of the 
Economic Organisation set up early in 1957. 

Technically very competent and agreeable in 
manner, but not perhaps a heavy-weight. Personally 
friendly to the British. Has a British wife. 

52. Ahmed Abdel Ghaffar (Pasha) 

Educated ai Oxford. A leading Liberal Consti¬ 
tutional Deputy and a keen private agriculturist. 
Became Minister of Agriculture in Hassan Sabry’s 
Ministry on June 28, 1940, and continued in same 
office in that of Hussein Sirry. Was dropped when 
Sirry reconstructed his Cabinet in July 1941. Was 
a rival of Hussein Heikal for the presidenc) of the 
Liberal Party after Abdel Aziz Fahmy’s resignation 
in 1942. After Heikal’s election to the presidency, 
was one of the principal elements of discord within 
the party. Minister of Agriculture in the Coalition 
Cabinet of Ahmed Maher and Nokrashi, 1944-45. 
Relinquished office as Minister of Agriculture on 
fall of Nokrashi Cabinet, February 1946. Elected 
Senator, April 1946. Appointed Minister of State 
one month before Sidky’s Cabinet fell in 
December 1946. Was given the portfolio of 
Agriculture in the succeeding Nokrashi Cabinet. 
Took temporary charge of the Ministry of Public 
Works from July till December 1948. In the Cabinet 
formed in December 1948, after the assassination of 
Nokrashi Pasha, he was given the portfolio of Public 
Works and relinquished that of Agriculture. When 
the Abel Hadi Cabinet was succeeded in July 1949 
by Hussein Sirry’s Coalition (Cabinet, he reverted to 
the Ministry of Agriculture and went out of office 
with the Cabinet in the following November. He 
was a turbulent element in the short-lived coalition, 
flirting with the Saadists and showing an anti-Sirry 
bias. Brought to trial in November 1953 before 
the Revolution Tribunal on charges of enriching 
himself by abuse of his ministerial position, and of 
contributing to the corruption of political life. He 
was ordered to repay to the Treasui^ some £78,000 
representing the cost of a drain on one of 
his estates, and the enhanced value of the land. He 
was spared any other punishment “ in view of his 
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opposition to the ex-King.” Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 
Held the Grand Cordon of the Order of the Nile. 

Very outspoken and headstrong. Fearless in the 
expression of his pro-British views and criticisms of 
his political opponents. Somewhat unbalanced. 

53. Mahmoud Ghaleb (Pasha) 

Born 1881. Was appointed substitut-adjoint in 
the native Parquet on February 20, 1904. His legal 
career culminated in his appointment in May 1935 
to be Vice-President of the Court of Appeal and in 
May 1936 Minister of Justice in Nahas Pasha’s 
Cabinet. His record in the courts left much to be 
desired, as he was unable to control his pro-Wafd 
propensities when exercising his functions as a judge. 
In the Sidky bombs' case in 1932, and in another 
case in the previous year, in which two Wafdists 
were accused of stealing documents belonging to 
Sidky’s party, he was reported to have shown 
prejudice openly in favour of the accused. In the 
latter case his behaviour was severely criticised by 
the Court of Cassation. Alleged to have led the 
movement of the judges at the end of Nessim’s 
Ministry when they made a protest against British 
interference in the constitutional issue. Dropped by 
Nahas on August 3, 1937, and immediately accused 
the Government, in the press, of dismissing him and 
Nokrashi owing to their opposition to the Aswan 
dam project. Makram took up the cudgels on 
behalf of the Government, and for the next few 
weeks the two cx-colleagues exchanged recriminating 
letters in the press. Was dismissed from the Wafd 
as a result of this quarrel. Appointed Minister of 
Communications when Mohammed Mahmoud Pasha 
broadened the basis of his Cabinet on June 24, 1938. 
Nominated Senator in 1938. Continued as Minister 
of Communications in Ali Maher's Cabinet on 
August 18, 1939, and in Hassan Sabry’s Ministry on 
June 27. 1940. Resigned on September 21, 1940. 
Minister of Public Works in the Coalition Cabinet of 
Ahmed Maher, 1944, and in that of Nokrashi, 1945. 
Relinquished office on the fall of Nokrashi Cabinet, 
February 1946. Re-nominated Senator, May 1946. 
As Minister of State in Sirry’s Coalition Cabinet 
formed in July 1949, he was the Saadist representa¬ 
tive on the Ministerial Committee formed to examine 
the contentious question of the delimitation of 
parliamentary constituencies. He resigned with that 
Government in the following November. Was 
appointed to the Constitution Committee 1953 and 
became a member of its Steering Committee. One 
of the “ res|:^ctable ” (in his case presumably anti- 
Wafdist) politicians consulted by the army regime in 
October 1953. Deprived of political rights for ten 
years by decision of the Council for the Revolu¬ 
tionary Command on April 14, 1954. Held the 
Grand Cordon of Order of the Nile. 

He speaks French and a little English. 

54. Mirrit Boutros Ghali (Bey) 

Born about 1910. A Copt, grandson of Boutros 
Ghali Pasha. Educated by the Jesuits and at the 
“ Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques ” in Paris. 
Holds an Egyptian Diploma of Law, President of 
the Society of Coptic Archaeology. Author of several 
works on social and economic questions, of which 
the latest, under the title “ The Economic Crisis in 
Egypt.” appeared serially in the Bourse Egyptienne 
in the autumn of 1952. He produced a scheme of 
land reform some years ago. A member of the 
” Fellah Society.” 

Formerly Deputy for Marg in Kalioubieh and 
Minister of Municipal and Rural Affairs in Hilali's 
one-day Cabinet of July 22, 1952. Minister of Rural 
Affairs in Ali Maher’s one-day Cabinet of Septem¬ 
ber 5, 1952. Rapporteur of the Social Affairs 


Commission set up by the new regime in January 
1953 under the Five-Year Plan. As rapporteur, is 
automatically a member of the Co-ordinating 
Committee which works to the National Production 
Council. 

A restrained, intellectual and earnest man with a 
good command of English and a pleasant manner. 
Well-disposed towards us and co-operative but 
timid. His mother is an Armenian lady of con¬ 
siderable character. He is married to a Swiss wife 
and has two children. 

55. Wasif Ghali (Pasha) 

Copi. Son of the murdered Boutros Ghali Pasha. 

In 1919 he became unofficial representative of 
Egyptian political and other interests in Paris, where 
he later joined the Zaghlul deputation. Applied to 
be one of the London deputation, but was refused, 
and returned to Cairo 1920. On the publication of 
the proposals for an Anglo-Egyptian treaty he made 
a personal pronouncement favourable to the treaty. 
While Minister for Foreign Affairs in Nahas’s 
Cabinet of January 1, 1930, he was one of the 
delegates for the treaty negotiations in London 
(March-May 1930). On the split in the Wafd of 
November 1932, he was credited with an inclination 
to associate himself with the ” dissidents,” but he 
preferred to announce his temporary retirement from 
politics “ until the situation clears.’' Lived more in 
France than in Egypt until formation of United Front 
in 1936. Appointed Minister for Foreign Affairs in 
Nahas’s Cabinet in May 1936 and was a member 
of the Egyptian Treaty delegation. Awarded the 
Grand Cordon of the Order of Ismail and the title 
of Imtiaz, in addition to the Grand Cordon of the 
Order of the Nile, which he already held. Retained 
portfolio of Foreign Affairs when Nahas re-formed 
his Cabinet in August 1937. Dismissed with Nahas 
on December 30, 1937. Spent a considerable 
part of the year in France and his impending 
lesignation was continually rumoured. Remained in 
France after the outbreak of war in 1939 and later 
proceeded to Switzerland In 1945 was invited by 
Prime Minister Nokrashi to join the Egyptian 
delegation to the San Francisco Conference. The 
Wafd. however, disclaimed him and he declined the 
invitation on health grounds. Returned to Egypt in 
December 1945 and was nominated Senator in April 
1946. Headed an Egyptian delegation to Paris to 
secure Egyptian participation in the Peace Con¬ 
ference, August 1946. Was invited in April 1947 
to head the Egyptian delegation to the Security 
Council but declined, ostensibly owing to his failure 
to obtain all-party support, but more probably owing 
to a conviction of the unsoundness of Egypt’s case. 
Resigned from the Senate in February 1950, osten¬ 
sibly on grounds of health, but in reality owing to 
the offence to his dignity caused by opposition in 
high Egyptian quarters to the Suez Canal Company’s 
proposal to offer him a directorship. This opposition 
was not so much a reflection on Wasif Ghali himself 
as the result of a desire to secure the appointment 
of two specially-favoured nominees to vacant 
directorships. The conflict was finally resolved by 
the acceptance of Wasif Ghali and one of the Royal 
nominees. 

A good French scholar and an Arabic poet and 
writer of distinction. 

56. Mahmoud Suliman Ghannam (Pasha) 

Born 1898. Graduated in the English School of 
Law. 

When Saad Zaghlul was deported, Ghannam and 
his school friends started student agitations and 
publication of anti-British leaflets. In 1926 he 
became Parliamentary Secretary to Zaghlul. who 
was President of the Chamber of Deputies. After 
Zaghlul Pasha’s death he was chosen by Ahmed 





































Mohammed Khashaba Pasha as Secretary of the 
Higher Council of Communications in Mohammed 
Mahmoud’s Cabinet, He was later transferred to 
the Postal Administration as Inspector of 
Investigations. He was for a long lime a .supporter 
of Makram Ebeid, and their friendship is said to 
date from 1919, when Ghannani was a young fire¬ 
brand. Became Minister of Commerce and Industry 
in Nahas’s Cabinet of May 1942. His efforts to 
control prices under war-lime conditions had little 
effect. Headed the Egyptian Economic Delegation 
to Palestine in February 1944, for negotiations 
regarding commercial exchanges. look the 
opportunity to boost Nahas’s Arab Unity programme 
in his public declarations in Palestine. Was a 
troublesome element in the Wafd Cabinet, always 
stirring up nationalist issues, particularly that of the 
Sudan. Left office on the fall of the Wafd Govern¬ 
ment in October 1944. Admitted to the Wafd 
Executive in January 1946. appointed assistant 
secretary-general of the Wafd in May 1947 on the 
death of Sabry Abu Alam Pasha. Given the 
Ministry of Commerce and Industrv in the Cabinet 
formed by Nahas in January 1950. Nominated 
Senator in June 1950. Appointed acting Minister 
of National Economy, July-November 1950. 
Created Pasha in the Royal Wedding Honours List, 
May 1951. Tried for corruption and subversion by 
the Revolution Tribunal, October 1953, and 
sentenced to fifteen years’ imprisonment with stay of 
execution. Deprived of political rights for ten years 
by decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command on April 14, 1954. 

Speaks English and French. 

57. Brigadier Salah ed Din Gohar 

Born about 1915. Served in the Palestine war. 
He was a member of the Mixed Armistice Com¬ 
mission in 1949. Had a nervous breakdown late in 
that year and spent three weeks in the United 
Kingdom, mainly in the London Clinic. Returned 
to Egypt and served on the Commission until late 
1953 or early 1954 and was head of the Egyptian 
side from 1951. Appointed head of the Palestine 
Branch of the Ministry of War and Marine. Pro¬ 
moted colonel in July 1955. Was attached to the 
Egyptian Delegation to the United Nations General 
Assembly in 1954-55 and following years. 

Speaks good English and reasonable French. Is 
friendly and approachable, but obstinate in argument 
and has a legalistic cast of mind. Has a brother 
who is in medical practice in the United Kingdom. 
Married and has children. 

58. Ibrahim Abdel Hadi (Pasha) 

Born about 1900 in Dakahlia Province. In his 
early years he was a fanatical student leader, and in 
1920 was sentenced to penal servitude in the case of 
Abdul Rahman Bey Fahmy. He was released in 
1924 with other political prisoners by the Zaghlul 
Ministry. Practised at the Bar. where he 
distinguished himself as a successful advocate. A 
prominent member of the Saadist Party and a 
forcible speaker in the Chamber of Deputies. 
Appointed Minister of State for Parliamentary 
Affairs in the Ali Maher Cabinet of August 1939. 
Minister of Commerce and Industry in Hassan Sabri 
Pasha’s Ministry, on June 27, 1940. Resigned on 
September 21. 1940. Minister of Public Health in 
Ahmed Maher’s Government, October 1944 to 
February 1945, and in Nokrashi’s Government, 
February 1945 to February 1946. Member of the 
Egyptian delegation to the San Francisco Con¬ 
ference. April 1945. Created pasha. May 1945. 
Member of the Egyptian delegation for treaty 
negotiations, 1946. Appointed Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, September 1946, when Sidky brought four 
Saadisls into the Cabinet. Accompanied Sidky 


Pasha to London for informal talks with Mr. Bevin 
in October 1946. Awarded the Grand Cordon of the 
Order of the Nile. When Nokrashi Pasha succeeded 
Sidky Pasha as Prime Minister, Abdel Hadi was 
appointed Minister of Finance but in February 1947 
was appointed Chief of the Royal Cabinet and 
thereupon resigned the vice-presidency of the 
Saadist Party, his Cabinet portfolio and his seat in 
the Chamber of Deputies. On the assassination of 
Nokrashi Pasha in December 1948, was immediately 
called upon by King Farouk to take over the 
premiership. Having done so, he maintained the 
Saadist-Liberal coalition but broadened the base of 
the Government by introducing into the Cabinet a 
representative of the Watanist Party and four 
Independents whose political stature was negligible, 
but whose technical competence would be useful in 
handling pressing administrative problems. He also 
made overtures to the Wafd; a series of discussions 
with Serag-el-Din reduced the gap but failed to 
overcome the Wafd’s objections. Made it a cardinal 
point of his Government’s policy to pursue the out- 
and-out campaign against the Moslem Brethren, 
whose dissolution had been proclaimed by his 
predecessor. Having failed to secure the co¬ 
operation of the Wald while he himself was still 
nominally Independent, he resumed his membership 
of the Saadist Party in January 1949 and was 
immediately elected as its president in succession to 
the late Nokrashi Pasha. Not having a seat in 
Parliament when called to the premiership, he was 
nominated a Senator in January 1949. His 
unpopular Government fell in July 1949 when King 
Farouk decided to make his “ Bairam gift ” to the 
nation of a wider coalition Cabinet under Hussein 
Sirry. Between December 1950 and March 1951, 
the trial took place of a large group of Moslem 
Brethren arrested whilst Abdel Hadi was Prime 
Minister, and the revelations and allegations made 
of tortures inflicted upon the accused during the 
course of the investigation brought him. as the 
responsible Minister, lurid publicity in the extremist 
and Wafdist press. He was censured in the court’s 
judgment, and the Minister of the Interior set up a 
special committee to investigate the allegations. For 
the same reasons was regarded with the greatest 
suspicion by the military regime following the coup 
cfEtat of July 23. 1952. Failure of the party to 
eliminate him in the purge ordered by the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command led to his intern¬ 
ment on September 7, 1952. Released with the 
remaining internees in December. Under constant 
attack from the Moslem Brotherhood press. In 
September 1953 was arrested on a charge of 
conspiracy and was tried and sentenced to death by 
the Revolution Tribunal in October 1953. The 
sentence was subsequently commuted by General 
Neguib to one of life imprisonment. In January 
1953 was for health reasons released from prison 
and kept under house arrest. Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Honest, courageous, and well disposed. 

59. Saba Habashy (Pasha), K.B.E. 

Copt. Born about 1898. Took a Doctorate of 
Law with honours in Paris. Was at one time a 
judge and one of the most promising younger 
members of the Saadist Party. He served in the 
Ministry of Commerce and Industry, but was 
dismissed for protesting against the notorious 
elections of Sidky Pasha. Appointed Minister of 
Commerce and Industry on June 24. 1938 in 
Mohamed Mahmoud’s reshuffled Cabinet. Re¬ 
appointed Minister of Commerce and Industry in 
Ali Maher’s Ministry on August 16, 1939. His work 
in handling supply questions in the early days of the 
war was outstanding and he co-operated well with 
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the British authorities. Retired on change of 
Ministry on June 27, 1940. Was awarded the 
K.B.E. in 1941. Appointed a member of the 
Supreme Economic Council in June 1943. Minister 
of Commerce and Industry and of Supplies in Sidky 
Pasha’s Cabinet, February 1946. Created Pasha and 
nominated Senator in May 1946. Again co¬ 
operated wholeheartedly with British authorities in 
supply and commercial matters. Resigned from the 
Cabinet in October 1946 and resumed his lucrative 
legal practice. Is the local legal adviser to the 
Arabian-American Oil Company. He has always 
taken a leading part in Coptic Church affairs and 
belongs to a small and influential group of educated 
reformists who seek to raise the standard of the 
Coptic priesthood. Although a layman, in 1932 he 
was actually nominated as Patriarch. but 
subsequently withdrew. Is a cousin of Wasif Ghali. 

60. Solimau Hafez 

Born about 1900 in Alexandria in humble 
circumstances. On the death of his father he was 
obliged to interrupt his studies and to take a post as 
clerk in the Customs Administration. Graduated 
from the Faculty of Law in 1920 and practised as a 
lawyer in Alexandria. In 1938 he was persuaded by 
Aly Maher to give up his practice and was appointed 
Counsellor at the Cairo Court of Appeal. His 
judicial career culminated in his appointment as 
Vice-President of the State Council. He increased 
his reputation in certain circles by resisting attempts 
by King Farouk to introduce legislation to restrict 
the freedom of the press. 

Was responsible for drafting much of the legisla¬ 
tion issued by the Aly Maher Government following 
the army coup cfEtot, It was widely believed that 
he was the army's choice to succeed Aly Maher and 
that he might well have been appointed to the 
Premiership but for the fact that he was not well 
enough known to the public at large. Was appointed 
Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of the Interior 
in General Neguib’s Cabinet on September 7, 1952. 
Dropped from the Cabinet in the reshuffle following 
the proclamation of a republic on June 18, 1953, bu^ 
appointed the President’s principal legal adviser. 
Became the confidant of General Neguib whom he 
probably encouraged to seek to restrain the excesses 
of the Council for the Revolutionary Command. 
Figured prominently on the general's side in the 
internal crisis of February-March 1954 and in April 
was dismissed from his post. 

An able lawyer and generally respected. 
Independent in politics but probably sympathised 
with the Watanist Party. A keen reformer but not 
aggressively so and gets on with people. 

61. Abdel Hamid Abdel Hakk (Pasha) 

Born in 1895. Graduated at the Egyptian School 
of Law. A native of Upper Egypt. A Wafdist until 
1946 and for long a strong supporter of Makram. 
During 1940-41 was the leader of the Opposition in 
the Chamber and made violent attacks on the Sirry 
Government. Elected batounicr of the Civil Bar 
in 1942 and Vice-President of the Chamber. Became 
Minister of Social Affairs in Nahas’s Cabinet of May 

1942. Introduced and secured the passage of various 
demagogic measures, notably a labour syndicate law 
and a law compelling foreign enterprises in Egypt to 
use Arabic in accountancy and correspondence with 
the Government. His thrusting methods and long 
intimacy with Makram cast some doubts upon his 
loyalty to the Cabinet, but an open breach was 
averted after Makram’s dismissal from the Wafd. 
In the Cabinet reshuffle which took place in June 

1943, appointed Minister of Waqfs, partly as a 
concession to foreign business elements who were 
alarmed by his xenophobic tendencies in the 
Ministry of Social Affairs, and partly as a result of 
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Nahas’s jealousy of his personal popularity with the 
working-classes. As Minister of Waqfs, overhauled 
the corrupt and antiquated administration of his 
department and introduced reforms, particularly the 
sale of the less productive Waqf properties and the 
investment of the proceeds in stocks and shares. 
Left office on the dismissal of the Wafd Govern¬ 
ment, October 1944. In Januarv 1945 he announced 
his retirement from the Wafd in order to work 
untrammelled by party ties for Egypt’s complete 
independence. In June 1945 he formed a non-party 
group consisting of a few dissident Liberals and 
Saadists and a small number of well-meaning 
theorists. The group was supposed to have palace 
encouragement but made negligible popular appeal. 
Appointed to the board of directors of the Banque 
Misr, May 1945. Nominated Senator, June 1945. 
Re-nominated Senator, May 1946. One of the 
Independents introduced into the Government 
formed by Ibrahim Abdel Hadi after Nokrashi 
Pasha's assassination at the end of 1948 and was 
given the Ministry of Supply. Went out of office 
when that Government fell in July 1949. Made a 
Pasha in August 1949 on resigning his seat in the 
Senate in order to contest a seat in the Chamber of 
Deputies in the elections of January 1950. Attempted 
to form a group of Independents either hoping for, 
or with. Palace support. In April 1950 was elected 
president of the Socialist Labour Party. Was largely 
discredited by his association with Abbas Halim and 
took no part in politics under the military regime. 
Deprived of political rights for ten years by decision 
of the Council for the Revolutionary Command on 
April 14, 1954. 

Speaks English, French and Arabic. Married. 

62. (Nabil) Abbas Halim 

Born about 1897. Served with the Third Guard 
Uhlans in the early months of the war; was wounded, 
and transferred to the German air force, in which he 
served iwo years on the Western Front. Later 
accompanied Mackensen as staff officer on the drive 
into Rouniania. An extremely good boxer, 
swimmer and tennis player, he has done more than 
anyone else to patronise and promote sport in 
Egypt. Was president of the Royal Automobile 
Club of Egypt and of the newly-formed Egyptian 
Aero Club until October 1930, when he published 
two manifestos, appealing to King Fuad to restore 
the Wafd to office, and was in consequence deprived 
of his rank and privileges. His popularity with his 
fellow-countrymen was considerable. After an 
affray between workmen and the police cordon 
round his house in June 1934. he was arrested with 
no formulation of a charge against him, and 
detained in prison (where he hunger-struck for five 
days) for over three weeks. His release was as 
unexplained as his imprisonment. His title was 
restored by Royal decree on June 4, 1936. He then 
professed to have severed his connexion with labour, 
although he informed the Prince Regent in 
September 1936 that labour representatives had 
approached him again. In the summer of 1937 went 
to England to study labour problems with the 
alleged ultimate object of forming a political labour 
party in Egypt. Returned to Egypt in October and 
was accorded a welcome by the members of the 
various syndicates. The Wafd, fearful of any rival 
influence over labour, opposed him from 1936 
onwards, and his organisation therefore became anti- 
Wafd. His activities were not unwelcome to the 
Palace, as a possible means of attaching labour to 
the Throne. In conjunction with Hassan Anis 
Pasha he started a society for the promotion of 
civil aviation in Egypt early in 1938. 

Visited Germany in the summer of 1938 and 
attended the Nuremberg Nazi Party Congress. On 
his return to Egypt spoke in glowing terms of the 
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German air force, which his war-time squadron 
leader (Marshal G5ring) gave him facilities to 
inspect. Owing to obvious manifestations of his pro- 
German sympathies and to his underground 
activities directed against the Allied war effort, the 
Government decided to intern him in July 1942. 
Released from internment by Ahmed Maher, 
October 1944, after which he showed renewed 
interest in labour matters, though without much 
success. 

After the war. formed a small and unimportant 
group which he styled the “ Egyptian Labour Parly.” 
During the Palestine war was involved in the arms 
transactions with the Swiss Oerlikon Company, 
which were the most important item in a lengthy 
investigation conducted by the Procurator-General 
in 1950. Charges published in December 1950 
accused him of embezzling, or being a party to the 
embezzlement of large sums of Government money, 
but the trial did not begin until April 1951 and was 
allowed to fizzle out. The question was reopened 
by the army regime however, and he was one of 
those interned on September 7. 1952. He was 
released on December 5, but was again interned in 
January 1953, following the Mehanna plot. Indicted 
for treason before the Revolution Tribunal, October 
1953, and sentenced in December to fifteen years’ 
penal servitude with stay of sentence. 

His first wife, an Englishwoman, died in tragic 
circumstances. Subsequently married the daughter 
of Midhat Yeghen Pasha. Her wealth made him 
independent of any allowance as a member of the 
former ruling family. 

Speaks excellent English, a most entertaining but 
highly unreliable character. 

63. Abdel Rahman Hamada 

Born 1896. Educated Victoria College. 
Alexandria, and is M.Sc. of Birmingham University. 
Director of the Misr Group of SocieUes, Beida Dyers, 
Concrete Development Corporation, &c. Member of 
the Council of the Federation of Egyptian Industry. 
Member of the National Production Council. Held 
the grade of Commander of the Order of the Nile. 
Appointed President and Managing Director of 
the Misr Textiles Company. Resigned in 1955 and 
given a seat on the Board of the Anelo-Egyptian 
Oil Fields. 

A man of integrity and great personal charm and 
culture. Well disposed in both business and social 
spheres. An enthusiastic “ Old Victorian ” and a 
member of the Council of Victoria College, Cairo. 

64. Galal ed Din el Hamamsi 

Born 1913 at Damietla and graduated from the 
Architectural Section of the Faculty of Engineering, 
Cairo University. Entered journalism in 1936 and 
played an active part in politics. Was twice a mem¬ 
ber of the Cham^r of Deputies. After the Revolu¬ 
tion was Press Counsellor at the Egyptian Embassy 
in W^ashington from 1953-54. On his return was 
made sub-Director of Al Tahrir Publishing House, 
a Government newspaper publishing concern, and in 
1956 was made General Manager of the Government- 
sponsored Middle East News Agency, 

Speaks excellent English and is personally friendly. 
Was a member of a party of Egyptian journalists 
that visited the United Kingdom on an official invi¬ 
tation in August 1955. 

65. Dr. Mohamed Khamis Hamida 

Born about 1908. Educated Cairo University and 
holds a Pharmacy Diploma. Owns pharmacies in 
Mansoura and Ismailia. In 1942 he was reported 
to be pro-Nazi. President of the Mansoura Branch 
of the Moslem Brotherhood in 1943. he became in 
1947 chairman of the Brotherhood’s Regional 
Committee in Daqahlia, the province in which the 


movement is strongest. Elected member of 
Guidance Office in 1950. In October 1953 became 
Deputy Supreme Guide in place of Abdul Qader 
Auda, and drew closer to Hodeibi. Had previously 
favoured co-operation between the Brotherhood and 
the army. Interned on the dissolution of the 
Brotherhood in January 1954; released with the 
other Brotherhood leaders in March. Imprisoned for 
life following the attempt on Nasser’s life by a 
member of the Moslem Brotherhood in December 
1954. 

Described as a bundle of energy, and very popular. 

66. Ahmed Hamza (Pasha) 

Born 1897. Educated at Birmingham University, 
where he graduated as an engineer. Comes from a 
family well known in Kalioubia Province, where he 
possessed some 400 feddans. 

Joined the Wafd Party in 1919 and contributed to 
its funds. He stood for Parliament first in 1930. and 
in 1936 he was a Whip in the Chamber of Deputies. 
W'as a member of the Provincial Council of 
Kalioubia. Visited India as a member of the Wafd 
delegation to the Indian National Congress in March 
1939. Appointed Minister of Supplies in Nahas’s 
Cabinet of May 1942, and retained that portfolio 
when the Cabinet was reconstructed in June 1943. 
He showed himself cautiously co-operative with the 
British supply organisation. Went out of office with 
the Wafd Government in October 1944. Admitted 
tc the Wafd Executive in January 1946. Elected 
Senator for the district of Qaha (Kalioubia) in the 
1945 elections. Appointed Minister of Agriculture 
in Nahas’s Cabinet, January 1950. Transferred to 
Ministry of Supply, November 1950. In this post 
showe'd more energy than his predecessor in taking 
measures to combat the increasing prices of food¬ 
stuffs, but with little more result. Visited the Sudan, 
December 1950, on supply business. Newspapers 
published what purported to be extracts from his 
report on political conditions which took the usual 

patriotic line,” but it is very doubtful if he wrote 
it though he was naturally unable to deny it. 
Cieated Pasha in the Royal Wedding Honours List, 
1951. Deprived of political rights for ten years by 
decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command on April 14, 1954. 

Was a principal shareholder in the former Wafd 
newspaper Sant al Umma and is also owner of the 
non-political monthly Lewa Al Islam, 

He is of rather a timid disposition and inclined to 
shun social activities. His principal interest in life 
is his jasmin farm and scent business, with its 
predominating French connexions. Was one of the 
few pious Moslems in the 1950 Wafdist Government 
and was elected Emir of the Egyptian pilgrimage in 
June 1951. 

67. Mohamed Abdel Malek Hamza (Bey) 

Born 1889. A leading lawyer and a clever and 
active man. He is a striking case of conversion from 
extreme nationalism (he was with the German 
intelligence during the war of 1914 to 1918) to 
reasonable views, as a result very largely of contact 
with English people. He has travelled much in 
Europe, and is one of the few Egyptians who occupy 
themselves with things of the spirit. He is by way 
of being a Theosophist. 

When with Adly Pasha in London in 1921 he was 
to a great extent responsible for the formation of 
the ” Friends of Egypt ” Society (Milner, Rodd, 
Maxwell, Gleichen, &c.), which never did much. His 
ambition was to form an Anglo-Egyplian Society, 
with branches in London and Cairo, to work for the 
consolidation of friendly relations. His political 
sympathies were at one time with the Constitutional 
Liberals. Mohammed Mahmoud Pasha appointed 
him counsellor of the Egyptian Legation in London. 
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Nahas placed him on the retired list in January 1930. 
Sidky Pasha appointed him Egyptian Minister al 
Ankara in July 1930, where his wearing of a tarbush 
provoked a diplomatic incident in 1932. Recalled 
from Ankara in 1935. Appointed Assistant Royal 
Councillor in the State Legal Department on 
February 27, 1936. A former Deputy for Port Said 
(Independent). He resigned his position as Assistant 
Royal Councillor in 1938 and entered business as 
managing director of the Sharq Insurance Company. 
Is chairman of the Italian Phosphate Mining Com¬ 
pany at Kosseir. Did not seek re-election as a 
Deputy in the elections held under ihe Wafd 
Government’s auspices in 1942, but subsequently 
associated himself with the Saadist Party and was 
a discreet though severe critic of the Wafdist 
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Administration. Re-elected Independent Deputy for 
Port Said in the general elections, January 1945. 
Joined the non-party group formed by Abdel Hamid 
Abdel Hakk (</.v.) in June 1945. A confidant of 
Ali Maher, who in recent years used him as an 
intermediary with the Embassy. Member of the 
Economic Mission to Eastern Europe, November 
1953. 

Friendly but very timid. 

68. Dr. William Selim Hanna 

Born 1896. Copt (Protestant). Received his 
education in Egypt when British influence in the 
schools was at its best and continued his studies at 
Birmingham University. Was Professor of Civil 
Engineering at the Cairo Polytechnic and is one of 
the best civil engineering consultants in Egypt and 
a specialist in reinforced concrete construction. 
Something of an expert in town planning. Appointed 
Minister of Municipal and Rural Affairs in General 
Negiub’s reshuffled Cabinet on December 9, 1952. 
Survived the Cabinet changes of June 18 and 
October 6, 1953. Resigned on April 18, 1954, after 
Ihe dispute between the Council for the Revolu¬ 
tionary Command and General Neguib over the 
presidential powers. 

He is essentially a high-class technician of good 
education and not a politician. Combines sound 
nationalist sentiments with realism. By no means 
anti-British. 

69. £1 Lewa Mohammed Saleh Harh (Pasha) 

Born 1889, Assuan Province. Graduated at the 
Military Academy, Cairo, and commissioned in the 
Egyptian army. At the outbreak of the Great War 
was stationed at Solium on the Western frontier in 
the coastguard service and went over to the Senussi. 
This was considered by the British authorities to be 
desertion, but Saleh Harb laid the blame for his act 
on the British Officer Commanding al Meisa Matruh 
at the time, who, he alleged, failed to support him. 
After the war he was allowed to return to Egypt. 
Was elected a member of the Chamber of Deputies 
in the first Parliament formed by Zaghlul Pasha in 
1926 and was later appointed to the pest of Sub- 
Director-General in the Prisons Administration. In 
February 1939 was appointed Director-General of 
the Coastguards Administration. 

Ovving to his action at the outbreak of hostilities 
in 1914 he was always suspect, but British officials 
who were associated with him in later years always 
found him reasonably competent and easy to work 
with. He was appointed Minister of Defence on 
August 18, 1939, in the Ali Maher Ministry. Left 
office June 27, 1940, on the fall of Ali Maher. 
Elected president. Young Men’s Moslem Association, 
August 1940, and used his position there to foster 
anti-British agitation. Was confined to Assuan, his 
native town, under surveillance, in June 1942, owing 
to his anti-Briti.sh attitude. After his release resumed 
his anti-British activities as president of the Young 
Men's Moslem Association. Elected vice-president 


of the Egyptian Labour Party sponsored by Abbas 
Halim in May 1947. Resigned from the Egyptian 
Labour Patty in February 1950, after which he took 
little part in public life. 

70. Dr. Mohamed Hashem (Pasha) 

Born 1911. After graduating from the Faculty of 
Law in 1932, continued his legal studies in France 
and returned to Cairo University to teach. His 
family is well known in Kalioubia Province and he 
has a lucrative legal practice. Son-in-law of 
Hussein Sirry. 

Appointed a Minister of State in Sirry’s Coalition 
Cabinet in July 1949 and retained in Sirry’s 
succeeding neutral Cabinet formed in November. 
Entrusted with the special task of supervising the 
electoral arrangements and was widely commended 
for his conscientious efforts to settle disputes as they 
arose. Made a Pasha. Relinquished office when 
the Government resigned after the election. Accused 
by the Saadist press of having manoeuvred the over¬ 
whelming victory of the Wafd. Was, nevertheless, 
also on poor terms with the Wafd. Appeared as 
counsel for defence in two causes celebres in 1951: 
the trial of Moslem Brethren in the ” Jeep case ” 
(where he was able to work off some scores with 
Abdel Hadi) and the “arms scandals.” Minister of 
the Interior in Sirry’s fourth Government in 1952. 

Intelligent, energetic and possessed of moral 
courage. Politically very ambitious. Friendly. 

71. Abdel Fattah Hassan (Pasha) 

Born about 1909. Lawyer, friend and protege of 
Fuad Serag-el-Din. Was director of the Minister’s 
Office at the Ministry of the Interior in the war-time 
Wafd Cabinet. After the dismissal of that 
Government, was amongst those whose extraordinary 
promotions granted by the Wafd Ministry were 
cancelled Resigned and practised law in partnership 
with Fuad Serag-el-Din. During this period he is 
said to have acted as ghost writer of Serag-el-Din’s 
political speeches. 

When the Wafd returned to oflftce in January 1950, 
was nominated to the unusual office of Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary to the Ministry of the Interior. 
Other members of the Wafd Party had apparently 
resisted Serag-el-Din's attempts to have him 
appointed Minister of State on the grounds that he 
W’as too young and inexperienced. In July 1950, 
however, was appointed Minister of State and 
temporarily took charge of the Interior. During this 
temporary incumbency came under heavy fire from 
the extremist press for banning a proposed 
demonstration to celebrate the anniversary of the 
bombardment of Alexandria of July II, and for 
his part in the proposed new legislation to give the 
Government increased powers to control the pre«s. 
On the latter occasion took a prominent part in the 
Government’s panicky retreat. In July 1952, gave 
evidence against Serag-el-Din in the latter’s trial 
arising out of the riots of January 26. Was, 
however, Serag-el-Din's defending counsel during his 
trial by the Revolution Tribunal at the end of 1953 
and the beginning of 1954. Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

72. Brigadier Abdel Fattah Hassan 

Born 1911. Commissioned in the Artillery in 
1933. Staff officer during the early part of the 1939- 
45 war. Instructor, Senior Officers’ School. 1943. 
Promoted Majoi during the Palestine War and 
awarded the (jold Medal of Merit for services at 
Deir el Balah. Military Secretary to the Governor- 
General of the Sudan, 1951. Remained in Cairo 
between the denunciation of the 1936 treaty in 
October 1951 and the Revolution of July 1952. 
Returned to Khartoum as Chief Staff Officer to the 
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Egyptian Forces, July 31, 1952. Commandant, 
Egyptian Troops in the Sudan, on December 12. 
1952. Accompanied Major Salah Salem on his tour 
of the Southern Provinces of the Sudan in December 

1952, Promoted Colonel, March 1953. Egyptian 
member of the International Electoral Commission 
which supervised the Sudanese elections. November 

1953, in which capacity he displayed a vigorous 
and unscrupulous partisanship. Appointed Deputy 
Minister for Sudan Affairs on December 27, 1953. 
Appointed Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs on 
June 30, 1956. 

An intellectual amongst Egyptian officers. Has 
written a book on such famous soldiers as Wavell, 
Timoshenko and Chiang Kai-shek, and took a course 
of Higher Sudanic Studies at the university. 

73. Mahmoud Hassan (Pasha) 

Born in 1893. Graduated in law in 1917. 
Entered the Government service as a secretary in 
the Ministry of the Interior and in July 1919 trans¬ 
ferred to the Mixed Parquet, eventually becoming 
President of the Mixed Parquet in Mansourah in 
1924. In 1925 entered the Diplomatic Service as 
Second Secretary in Brussels and subsequently served 
in Paris and Prague. Returned to the Mixed Courts 
as judge at Mansourah in 1930 and resumed his 
diplomatic career in 1936 when he was appointed 
Minister Plenipctentiar>' to Sweden and Norway. 
Transferred in the same capacity to Washington in 
1938 and was promoted Ambassador in 1946. He 
was a competent spokesman for Egypt at meetings 
of the Security Council and General Assembly of the 
United Nations Organisation. In June 1947, 
apparently on Nokrashi's instructions, included anti- 
British material in a broadcast on the Egyptian 
problem. Disapproved of Nokrashi's decision to 
refer Egypt’s dispute with Great Britain to the 
Security"^ Council and disliked his handling of the 
case at Lake Success and resigned in November 1947 
after the autumn meeting of the General Assembly. 
Was occasionally mentioned by amateur Cabinet 
makers as a possible replacement of Salah-ed-dine 
as Minister for Foreign Affairs. Was a member of 
the Egyptian delegation of the General Assembly of 
the United Nations, September 1950. Elected 
president of the Gezira Sporting Club in 1951 on 
the resignation of Her Majesty’s Ambassador. 
Appointed Minister of Social Affairs in Aly 
Maher’s Cabinet of January-February 1952. 

Was one of those consulted by the military regime 
in November 1953. Friendly. 

74. Major Magdi Hassanein 

Born about 1915. A Sapper officer. Did a training 
course in the United Kingdom. Was one of the Free 
Officers but does not appear to have played a pro¬ 
minent part in the coup d'Etai. After the Revolu- 
ticn was put in charge of the Liberation Province, a 
large-scale, but uneconomic land reclamation project 
by*vvhich the Egyptians hoped to prove to themselves 
that they could do better than the Israelis in making 
the desert bloom. 

Speaks excellent English and personally friendly. 
At one stage sought to interest British firms in the 
very considerable orders for equipment, and visited 
the United Kingdom. Hard-working and enthusiastic. 
Reasonably able but his health is indifferent. 

75. .Mohammed .\bdel Khalek Hassouna (Pasha) 

Born 1898. Son of a much-respected Sheikh of A1 
Azhar. Educated at Victoria College and later 
graduated at the Faculty of Law. Cairo. Continued 
his studies at Cambridge University. 

After a successful career in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, in which he rose to be head of the Political 
Department while still in his thirties, he was 
appointed Governor of Alexandria in April 1942, 


probably at the instigation of the Palace. Awarded 
the title of Pasha, February 1946. Returned to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in May 1948 as Under¬ 
secretary of State with the rank of Ambassador. In 
November 1949 he accepted the portfolio of Social 
Affairs in the neutral caretaker Cabinet formed by 
Sirry to conduct general elections. He relinquished 
office when that Cabinet resigned in January 1950. 
Awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of the 
Nile. Appointed Minister for Foreign Affairs in the 
first Hilali Cabinet of 1952. Became Secretary- 
General of the Arab League in succession to Azzam 
W'hen the latter was removed by the military regime. 
A member of the Social Affairs Commission under 
the Five-Year Plan. 

An honest, conscientious official with a quiet and 
rather solemn manner, he is. for an Egyptian, above 
the average in efficiency and common sense. His 
tactful handling of the many difficult war-time 
problems in Alexandria was entirely creditable, 
although on the occasion of the serious anti-British 
riots there in 1946, he was revealed as lacking in the 
capacity to handle severe crises. Friendly but weak 

76. Lieutenant-Colonel Abdel Qadar Hatem 

Born about 1912. Joined the Egyptian Army 
Intelligence Corps and served in the Western Desert 
during the war when he co-operated with the British 
forces. One of the Free Officers and after the coup 
d^Etai of 1952 specialised in publicity work. Was 
appointed Director-General of Information at the 
Ministry of National Guidance. 

Has direct access to Nasser and after ihe eclipse 
of Salah Salem w'as used more or less as the official 
spokesman of the Egyptian Government. 

Speaks excellent English and is outwardly 
friendly. Responds to friendliness and courtesy. 
But a faux honhomme. Married and has children. 

77. Mohamed Hassanein Heikal 

Born in 1923. Educated in Cairo University 
where he obtained diplomas in economics and 
journalism. Started his career as a journalist in 
1944 and became editor of Akher Saa and political 
editor of Akhhar and Akfihar el Youm belonging 
to the Amin brothers (g-v.). Earned a reputation 
as a journalist before the coup dEtat of 1952. 
Gained the confidence of Nasser, who used him 
extensively not only for journalistic purposes but 
also as a contact man with the British and the 
Americans. Travelled extensively and visited the 
United Kingdom as a member of the party of 
journalists officially invited in 1955. 

Self-made man. His wife, whom he married in 
in 1954 is wealthy and well-connected. Nationalist 
but pro-W'est. Speaks excellent English. Useful 
but not entirely reliable. 

78. Colonel Samir Hclmi 

Born about 1920. Commissioned in the Engineer 
Corps of the Egyptian Army. One of the Free 
Officers and after the coup dEtat of 1952 became 
one of the regime’s specialists in the High Dam 
project. A member of the National Production 
Council. 

Vigorous and able but apt to be carried away 
by his enthusiasm. Friendly. Attractive wife who 
frequents European society. 

79. Sadek Henein (Pasha) 

A Copt born about 1885. Joined the Ministry of 
Agriculture. In 1919 attached himself to Zaghlul 
and fomented strikes among Government officials. 
Dismissed by Adly in 1921. Continued his political 
activities but escaped exile to the Seychelles. 
Reinstated by Zaghlul in 1924 and made Under¬ 
secretary of State for Finance. Appointed Minister 
to Madrid in 1925 and later transferred to Rome- 
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Placed en disponibilite in 1929. In 1931 Sidky 
appointed him Government Commissioner at the 
Slock Exchange. Member of the Egyptian Economic 
Mission to the United Kingdom in 1935. General 
manager cf the Cairo Water Company and member 
of the board of the Upper Egypt Hotels Company. 

Reserved, his manner is unattractive but not 
undignified. Possesses marked intellectual vigour 
and ability, especially in economic matters. Has 
considerable powers of application and decision. 
Has a Franco-Italian wife. 

80. Moustafa el Hifnawi 

Born about 1920. Trained as a lawyer. 

Was the self-appointed tormentor cf the Suez 
Canal Company. He made himself an expert in the 
history of the Company and his book in which he 
recorded his researches was widely read in Egypt 
and gave rise to much apoplexy in the Rue d’.Astorg. 
Gave much back-room advice on Canal matters to 
the Egyptian Ministry of Commerce. 

When the Canal Company was nationalised in 
1956 had his reward and was appointed a member 
of the new Suez Canal Administration. 


81. Mahmoud Tewfik el Hifnawi (Pasha) 

Graduated at the Faculty of Agriculture and has 
spent the greater part of his life in scientific research 
on agricultural questions. Was sent on a mission to 
Cambridge, where he obtained the highest degrees. 
Is the author of several important works on agri¬ 
culture. In 1936 he was appointed Dean of the 
Faculty of Agriculture. Appointed Minister of 
Agriculture in the Ali Maher Cabinet, August 1939. 
Vacated office on fall of Ali Maher Pasha’s Ministry, 
June 27, 1940. Appx)inted Technical Adviser in the 
Ministry of Agriculture by Ahmed Maher’s Govern¬ 
ment, December 1944. Appointed Director of the 
Middle East Office of the Food and Agricultural 
Organisation. Awarded the title of Pasha, 1946. 

He has been accused of being anti-British, but tliis 
charge has been contested by Englishmen who have 
worked with him. Is a friend of Ali Maher. Critical 
of arriiy regime. 


82. Ahmed Neguib al Hilaly (Pasha) 

Born about 1891. Comes of a good family of 
Assiout. Educated at the Law School. His early 
legal career in the Parquet culminated in his appoint¬ 
ment as Professor of Law in the Egyptian University. 
Appointed Secretary-General in the Ministry of 
Education 1924, and later Conseillcr Royal to that 
Ministry in the State Legal Department. 1934, 
appointed Conseiller Royal to the Ministry of the 
Interior. Minister of Education in Nessim’s Cabinet 
from November 1934-January 1936. Appointed 
president of the re-formed Commission for the 
Revision of the Civil and Commercial Procedure 
Codes, July 1936. Minister of Education in Nahas’s 
Cabinet for one month. November to December 
1937. Again Minister of Education on the Wafd’s 
return to power in Februaiy 1942 and in the 
reconstructed Wafdist Cabinet of May 1942. 
Created a Pasha 1942. Defended by Nahas against 
the displeasure of King Farouk when, in June 1942, 
he attacked Hassanein in Parliament. Dismissed 
from office with the Wafd Government. October 
1944. 

As a result of his early record as a capable and 
honest administrator with a bent for reform, he 
came to be regarded as a leader of the progressive 
elements in the Wafd who were opposed to the 
domination of the party by Serag-el-Din and the 
friends of Mme. Nahas. He took no part in the 
Cabinet of 1950, preferring to stick to his legal 
practice, but Taha Hussain. Hamed Zaki and Zaki 


Abdel Motaal were regarded as his nominees in it. 
Frequently mentioned as a ix)ssible leader of a 
reformed Wafd for a broader Government, and early 
in 1951 his name was being canvassed as a possible 
head of the Royal Cabinet. Became acutely dis¬ 
illusioned with Nahas and pessimistic about the 
future. On April 1, 1952. appointed Prime Minister 
in succession to Ali Maher, who had taken office on 
the Wafd's dismissal after the January 26 riots. 
Awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of 
Mohammed Aii, .April 26, 1952. Made some head¬ 
way in affecting a detente in Anglo-Egyptian 
relations, inaugurated direct discussions with the 
Sudanese Independents, and tried to press forward 
a purge of Egyptian political life. His fall in June 
1952 was generally considered to have been 
engineered by the more heavily compromised 
members of the Palace entourage, (5n July 22. 1952, 
recalled to office by the King in a last attempt to 
save the situation after the fall of the Sirry Cabinet 
w'hich had replaced his in June. The coup dEtat 
of July 23, overthrew him before he had been in 
office for twenty-four hours. Interned under the 
new regime from September 7, 1952, until December, 
no doubt primarily as a precaution against the 
possibility of opposition crystallising around him. 
In October 1953. he was one of the politicians 
consulted by the army regime. Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Generally respected for his ability, honesty and 
courage. Unfortunately his health is indifferent. 


83. Hassan Ismail Al Hodeibi 

Born in 1894 at Assiut, son of a Sheikh of the 
Azhar. Followed a legal career and finally became 
a judge in the Court of Appeal. A close friend of 
Al Banna for some years, he worked for the Moslem 
Brotherhood during the internment of its leaders in 
1948-50, although not an actual member. Acted as 
Supreme Guide after Hassan Al Banna’s assassina¬ 
tion. Confirmed as Supreme Guide by election on 
October 19. 1951, in the face of considerable intrigue 
and opposition. Following a personal interview 
with King Farouk in November 1951, he secured the 
return of the Brotherhood’s sequestrated assets. 
Refused to involve the movement officially in the 
Canal Zone campaign during the turbulent closing 
rnonths of the Wafdist Government in 1951. He 
similarly avoided political entanglements during the 
uneasy period between January 26 and July 23. 
1952. Although he gave the army movement the 
Brotherhood’s full support during the period 
immediately following the coup dEtat, he was 
determined to maintain the Brotherhood’s indepen¬ 
dence and his relations with the army gradually 
deteriorated, particularly after the creation by 
the army of the Liberation Rally. He 
refrained from applying for registration under 
the Political Parties Law and thus saved the 
Brotherhood from dissolution. In 1953 dissension 
increased and Hodeibi failed to impose himself on 
his rivals. It also became apparent that he was 
unable to control the terrorist section. Was interned 
on the dissolution of the Brotherhood in January 
1954: released with the other Brotherhood leaders 
in March. Visited Syria and other Arab countries 
during the summer of 1954 and on his return went 
into hiding. After the attempt on Colonel Nasser’s 
life by a member of the Moslem Brotherhood in 
December, was routed out and arrested. Condemned 
to death but .sentence was commuted to life imprison¬ 
ment. Was released after a year or so but kept 
under house arrest. 

He is not a colourful figure. Lacks the magnetic 
appeal of his predecessor, who was virtually 
worshipped by his followers, and whose ability was 
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accepted without question. He is, however, a mature 
and balanced leader who was able to gain a measure 
of acceptance for his policy by his own shrewdness 
and tact. Gives the impression of being a sound 
administrator with a gift tor compromise. Docirinally 
and politically he is a “ moderate.’' Favoured co¬ 
operation between the United Kingdom and Egypt 
and the other Moslem countries. Was in contact 
with Her Majesty’s Embassy during 1953. Dis¬ 
trustful of American influence. Displayed little 
moral courage at his trial and revealed himself as 
a second-class figure. 

Married to the sister of Mohamed Naguib Salem, 
formerly Administrator-General of the Royal 
domains. Has two sons and one daughter. Through 
his daughter’s marriage is connected with the Grand 
Mufti of Egypt and with Lewa Omar Mohamed 
Kassan, former head of the Special Section in the 
Directorate-General of Public Security. Lives 
modestly on Roda Island. Wears Western 
clothes with a tarbush. Speaks a little English. 

84. Ahmed Hosni 

Born about 1900. Graduated in 1917 from the 
Faculty of Law and appointed Parquet Agent. 
Subsequently served as judge. Chief of Parquet, 
President of Kena and Beni Suef Courts, Advocate- 
General, Counsellor in Cairo Court, Counsellor of 
the Court of Cassation and Vice-President of the 
Court of Cassation. Appointed Minister of Justice in 
General Neguib’s Cabinet on September 7, 1952. 
While continuing to hold this post, he was in 
October appointed Acting Minister for Palace 
Affairs (later called Presidency Affairs). Survived 
subsequent Cabinet changes in 1952 and 1953, 
combining both posts until Wing Commander 
Hassan Ibrahim was appointed Minister for 
Presidency Affairs on April 18, 1954. 

Politically he is a sympathiser, if not an actual 
member of the Watanist Party and also of the 
Moslem Brotherhood. Speaks English. 

85. Ahmed Hussein 

Born about 1905. Graduated at the School of 
Law, 1933. After leaving the university issued a 
newspaper El Sarkha, and in October 1933, founded 
and became the first president of the Young Egypt 
Party (the ‘‘ Green Shirts ”), a movement inspired by 
fascism. It first gained notoriety as a result of an 
attack on the life of Nahas by one of its members in 
1937. He and his lieutenant—Fathy Radwan— 
visited England on a propaganda tour in 1935. On 
his return journey after a second visit in 1938 he 
spent some lime in Rome where he was given all 
facilities. Towards the end of 1938 he visited the 
Sudan. His movement, which was thought to be 
subsidised by the Italians, was always closely watched 
by the Public Security Department, and he was 
arrested for subversive agitation, but was released on 
bail. His activities during the early war years led to 
an order for his arrest and internment. After 
eluding arrest for some time, he was interned in 
July 1941. Escaped for some months in 1942 but 
gave himself up and was interned again until 1944 
when he was released by the Wafd Government. 
ArrestecI together with other members of his party 
on suspicion of complicity in a hand-grenade attack 
on a British services club at Alexandria in July 
1946, and later released on bail. Visited the United 
States from January to June 1947. Towards the 
end of 1950 he tried to revive his parlv (re-named 
the Egyptian Socialist Party), with vvorking-class 
support. His paper, AI Ishtirakia was suppressed, 
hut reappeared shortly afterwards under a new name 
and he successfully fought a Government attempt 
to suppress it afresh. He and his party were 
prominent in the disordered days of the 1951-52 


winter and were held to have played a leading part 
in the Cairo riots of January 26, 1952. He was 
eventually brought to trial, but was released on bail 
by the Revolutionary regime before his case had 
been completed. Tolerated by the new regime and 
possibly protected by Fathy Radwan who had 
become a member of General Neguib’s Cabinet. 
Attended the World Socialist Congress. Rangoon, in 
December 1952. He was however arrested in March 
1954 following the disorders which marked General 
Neguib’s resignation and subsequent reinstatement. 

Has the wild eye of a fanatic, but lacks the 
personality to become a big political figure. An 
extremely skilful lawyer. Speaks English. 


86. Dr. Ahmed Hussein (Pasha) 

Born 1907. Son of the late Ali Hussein Pasha, 
a prominent Wafdist. Took a law degree in Egypt 
and a doctorate in economics in Germany. Entered 
Government service and after some time in the 
Co-operative Department, became Director of the 
Fellah Department and eventually Under-Secretary 
of State in the Ministry of Social Affairs. Co¬ 
operated well with the Labour Counsellor. Showed 
an enlightened understanding of the problem of 
rural reform and founded the Fellah Soiciety which 
included some of the ablest of the younger 
progressive elements. Although not a member of 
the Wafd, he was appointed Minister for Social 
Affairs in January 1950. Inaugurated a number of 
modest measures of social reform, including a social 
security scheme, and gathered round him a group 
of exceptionally able officials. Appointed Senator. 
Visited England in October 1950 and received Dr. 
Edith Summerskill on a return visit in January 1951. 
Made a Pasha in May 1951. His disregard for 
party loyalties in the selection of officials, however, 
pjt him at odds with the Wafd. Although he 
compromised so far as to accept several of Nahas’s 
relatives or proteges, extensive changes were made 
in his Ministry during his absence in Europe in the 
summer of 1951. On his return he demanded the 
reversal of these measures and, on meeting with 
refusal, resigned. Co-operated with the military 
regime and in March 1953 was appointed 
Ambassador to Washington. Sought American 
support for Egypt’s national aspirations and was 
inclined to overplay his hand. Spent several months 
in Cairo in the spring of 1954 and was close to 
Colonel Nasser during the latter’s struggle with 
General Neguib. Continues to serve his masters 
well in Washington. 

Nephew of Osman Moharram and his brother is 
the son-in-law of Abboud. Married to an attractive 
and capable Egyptian wife, who was at one time 
president of the Cairo Women’s Club and has several 
lecture tours to her credit. Speaks English well and 
is friendly but has come increasingly under .American 
influence. Ambitious. 


87. Major Kamel-Eddin Hussein 

Born 1921. Graduated from the Military College 
in 1939 and commissioned in the artillery. Graduated 
from and later an instructor in the Staff* College- 
Served in the Palestine campaign. Member of the 
Nine-Man Committee which organised the coup 
iVEtat of July 23, 1952, and which later became the 
Council of the Revolutionary Command. After the 
coup appointed to General Neguib’s personal staff 
and acted as liaison officer between the committee 
and the Ministry of Education, the universities and 
the student bixly. Later responsible for para¬ 
military training of volunteers under the auspices 
of the Liberation Rally, and in the autumn of 1953 
when the National Guard was created, became its 
Insp>ector-General. Appointed Minister of Social 
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Affairs on January 3, 1954. Replaced and appointed 
Minister of Education, September 1, 1954. 

Married to a niece of the Supreme Guide 
Hodeibi (q.w) and probably at one time a member 
of the Moslem Brotherhood. Speaks some English 
but does not attend diplomatic functions and there 
have been few opportunities of cultivating nim. 
Probably one of the more extreme members of the 
committee. 

88. Taha Hussein (Pasha) 

Born 1889. Of humble origin and blind from 
early childhood. Studied at A1 Azhar, at the 
Egyptian University and at the Sorbonne. On his 
return to Egypt was appointed lecturer at the 
Egyptian University and eventually became Dean of 
the Faculty of Letters. His university career was 
temporarily interrupted during Sidky Pasha’s 
premiership for political reasons. Although he had 
been a member of the Constitutional-Liberal Party 
and at times an outspoken opponent of the Wafd, 
after his dismissal from the university by Sidky w'ent 
over to the Wafd and became one of the principal 
leader-writers of the Wafdist press. Appointed 
technical adviser in the Ministry of Education and in 
1942 temporary rector of King Farouk I University 
at Alexandria. Held these posts until the fall of the 
Wafd Government in October 1944 and exercised 
a decisive influence on the Ministry of Education. 
During the war showed himself strongly democratic 
and anti-Nazi and helped considerably in allied 
propaganda. By 1945, however, his articles on world 
affairs in AI Balagh show^ed a cynical and 
pessimistic outlook and in 1946 his contribution to 
the press, especially on treaty matters became 
increasingly hostile to us. Visited the United 
Kingdom in the summer of 1949 and received an 
honorary degree at Oxford. Appointed Minister of 
Education in the Wafd Government of January 1950 
and immediately showed signs of a firm intention to 
put his democratic and progressive ideas into 
practice, perhaps too impetuously. While in office, 
displayed a disquieting fusion of intellectualisni and 
demagogy. Nominated Senator, February 1950. 
Created a pasha on the occasion of the celebration 
of the 25lh anniversary of the foundation of Fuad I 
University, December 1950. 

Although his Utopian plans for universal free 
education in Egypt were criticised and to some extent 
reversed by the Neguib regime, he himself was 
persona grata. Appointed member of the 
Constitution Committee in 1953. and of the 
Education Commission set up under the Five-Year 
Plan. 

A difficult man to handle, being both touchy and 
authoritative. A stickler for Egypt’s right to manage 
her own affairs without foreign privilege or inter¬ 
ference. An unorthodox Moslem, his liberal outlook 
in religious matters brought him into conflict with 
A1 Azhar at an early stage in his career. As an 
essayist and critic holds an outstanding position in 
the Arabic literary world. One of his best known 
publications “ The Future of Culture in Egypt ” has 
become a standard work on this subject. A strong 
adherent to the French academic tradition, which he 
has assiduously propagated in his books and press 
articles. 

Is married to a French wife. 

89. Wing Commander Hassan Ibrahim 

Born 1917. Educated Royal Militarv College. 
Oualified as a pilot in the Royal Egyptian Air Force. 
Later transferred to general duties. Took an 
Aeronautical Inspection Department course in the 
United Kingdom. Involved in pro-German activities 
during the war. Early in 1948 visited Damascus 
where he contacted Fawzi Ouaqjy’s staff in 
connexion with a plan to fly Egyptian air force 


planes to Palestine. The plan came to nothing and 
during the Palestine war he was engaged on aircraft 
maintenance. Was a member of the Nine-Man 
Committee which organised the coup d'Etat of 
July 23, 1952, and which later became the Council 
of the Revolutionary Command. After the coup, 
appointed Director of the Office of the Chief of Air 
Staff but also acted to some extent as a liaison 
officer between the committee and the Ministry of 
Foreign .Affairs. Specialised in Libyan affairs and 
wwked against the Anglo-Libyan Treaty. 
Succeeded Wing Commander Baghdadi (q.v.) as 
Controller-General of the Liberation Rally. A 
member of the Revolution Tribunal established in 
September 1953. Promoted to the rank of Wing 
Commander and a few days later appointed Minister 
for Palace Affairs on April 18. 1954. Was acting 
Minister of Communications in May when Wing 
Commander Gamal Salem was on sick-leave. Was 
Minister of Production from February 8, 1955 to 
June 30, 1956, when he was dropped from the 
Cabinet. Remained a member of the National 
Production Council and early 1957 was appointed 
Chairman of the new Economic Organisation. 

Has no particular political leanings and until he 
became involved (unsuccessfully) in Libyan affairs 
was friendly and even moderate. Presents well, has 
a modest, competent manner. Speaks good English 
and does not shun British contacts. Probably on 
good personal terms with General Neguib. He is a 
bachelor. 

90. Dr. Neguib Iskandar (Pasha) 

Born about 1886. Specialised in bacteriology at 
the Khedivial School of Medicine, and after 
spending two years studying in Europe, was 
appointed bacteriologist in the Public Health 
Laboratories. Was made a Fellow of the Royal 
College of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene (London) 
in 1912. 

Took an active part in the Nationalist movement 
at the end of the 1914—18 war. Was elected a 
Deputy in 1924 as a Wafdist, but later seceded from 
the Wafd with the late Ahmed Maher Pasha and 
took a prominent part in the affairs of the Saadist 
Party. Did not achieve Cabinet rank until 
December 1946 when he was appointed Minister of 
Health in Nokrashi Pasha’s Saadist-Constitutional 
Liberal Government. He then held a seat in the 
Senate to which he was nominated in 1945. 
Continued as Minister of Health in Ibrahim Abdel 
Hadi’s Cabinet and also in the coalition Cabinet 
presided over by Hussein Sirry, July to November 
1949. Dismissed from the Senate by the decrees of 
June 1950. Deprived of political rights for ten 
years by decision of the Council for "the Revolu¬ 
tionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Has led a very active life, both professionally and 
politically. Like the former and present leaders of 
the Saadist Party, he has in recent years put some 
water in his wine. 

91. Ismail Al-Kabbani 

Graduated from the Teachers’ School in Cairo in 
1919 and from Bristol University. Worked as a 
teacher in Assiut Secondary School. Appointed 
Dean of the Teachers’ Training Institute and later 
Technical Adviser and Under-Secretary of State at 
the Ministry of Education. Transferred from the 
latter post because of differences between him and 
the then Minister of Education, Dr. Taha Hussein 
iq.w). Appointed Minister of Education in General 
Neguib’s Cabinet on September 7, 1952. Survived 
subsequent Cabinet changes in 1952 and 1953 despite 
murmurs against his policies from the universities 
and schools and sniping from Dr. Taha Hussein and 
the Wafd. Resigned on January 3, 1954, following 
differences with the Council for the Revolutionary 
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Command regarding staff problems. Was not 
popular in his ministry. 

Has the reputation of being a sound educationalist 
and holds the unpopular view that in Egypt priority 
should be given to primary and technical, over 
secondary and university education. Politically is 
strongly anti-Wafd. 

Speaks very good English. Is well disposed 
and co-operative. Will speak freely on political 
problems. 

92. Dr. Abdul Moneim el-kalsuny 

Bom about 1915. Educated in Egypt and from 
1938-42 at the London School of Economics, where 
he obtained his doctorate. Unable to return to 
Egypt, he obtained employment in Barclays Bank 
ip London until 1944. On his return appointed a 
lecturer at Cairo University. Subsequently held the 
posts of Acting Director of Economic Research and 
assistant manager of the Cairo branch of the 
National Bank of Egypt. From 1947 to 1948 was 
employed in the Research Department of the 
International Monetary Fund. Appointed Director 
of Exchange Control in the Ministry of Finance, 
October 1953. Was a member of the Egyptian 
Economic Mission which visited Italy, Spain and 
France in the winter of 1953-54. Joined the 
Liberation Rally early in 1953 and became one of 
its financial experts. Appointed Deputy Minister of 
Finance on April 18, 1954. Appointed Minister of 
Finance on September 1, 1954. Succeeded in open¬ 
ing the Alexandria cotton futures market and hoped 
that this would lessen the pressure for barter deals 
with the Communist bloc. 

Intelligent and technically competent but not a 
very forceful or independent character. Presents 
well and is friendly but is not a strong character 
and is of doubtful reliability. Speaks English very 
well. 

Married. His wife is English. 

93. Dr. Moustafa Khalil 

His full name is Dr. Moustafa Khalil Kamel 
Moustafa. 

Born about 1915. Graduated from the Faculty of 
Engineering, Cairo University. Joined the Egyptian 
State Railways. Spent four years in the United 
States working on the Chicago-St. Louis railway and 
studying at Illinois University where he obtained his 
doctorate in 1951. On his return was appointed 
Professor of Railway and Road Engineering at 
Heliopolis University and served in a technical 
capacity on the Production Council. Appointed 
Minister of Communications on June 30. 1956. 

Fond of sport and holds official positions in 
Egyptian rowing clubs. 

94. Ahmed Lutfi (Bey) 

Born 1893. Graduated from the School of Law 
and practised as a lawyer until 1925, when he entered 
the Legal Department of the Ministry of W'akfs. 
Between 1927 and 1940 served as a judge of the 
National Courts and then returned to the Ministry 
of Wakfs for two years. In 1924 was appointed 
Director of the Administrative Department of the 
Ministry of Interior and in 1945 became Director 
of the Police College. Returned to the Ministry of 
Interior in 1948 and became Director of the 
Inspectorate for a short time. In August 1949 was 
appointed Governor of Alexandria. Returned to 
the post of Director-General of the Inspectorate in 
April 1950 when Ahmed Mortada al Maraghi was 
appointed Governor of Alexandria. Placed on 
pension, July 1950. 

Under the new regime appointed rapporteur of the 
Internal Security Commission of the Five-Year Plan. 

A sound and friendly official who was generally 
respected in Alexandria. 


95. Ibrahim Bayoumi Madkour 

Born about 1903. Son of a wealthy landowner. 
Educated in Egypt and in Switzerland. Was elected 
Senator for Hawamdieh (Giza) before reaching the 
statutory age of 40 years, but took his seat and was 
elected chairman of Senate Finance Committee. 
Politically an Independent. Member of the Fuad 
1st Arabic Academy, author of a book on Islamic 
Philosophy and some lime Professor of the University 
of Giza. Associated with Mirrit Ghali in 1946 in 
a publication which diffused the ideas of the 

National Renaissance ” Group of which he was a 
leader. Co-author with him of a book entitled 
“The Government Machinery.” 1948, appointed 
permanent editor-in-chief of Al Ahram. 1952, 
member of Ahmed Hussein’s “ Fellah Society.” 
Co-operated with the army regime. Minister of 
Reconstruction and Development in Ali Maher’s 
cne-day Cabinet of September 5, 1952. Appointed 
member of the National Production Council set up 
in October 1952 under the new regime’s Five-Year 
Plan, and chairman of the Committee on the Re-form 
of the Civil Service and Departmental Reorganisa¬ 
tion. A company director. 

A man of courage, integrity and great intellectual 
ability. A nationalist of the best type. Well 
disposed. Has seemed, at times, a possible candidate 
for the role of Salazar of Egypt. 

96. Aly Maher (Pasha) 

Brother of the late Ahmed Maher. Former 
Director in School of Law. An early supporter of 
the Wafd and in 1920 was the object of the King’s 
dislike. Later joined the Constitutional-Liberals 
and in 1925, under Nashat’s influence, the Ittehadists. 
Minister of Education March 1925-May 1926. 
Minister of Finance in Mohamed Mahmoud’s 
Government in 1928. In 1929 secured the lucrative 
Nazirship of Seif ed Din and Prince Mohammed Aly 
Ibrahim estates and also became a director of 
the National Bank of Egypt 1930, Minister of 
Education and later of Justice in Sidky's (Cabinet 
but left out when it was reconstructed in 1932. 
Chief of the Royal Cabinet on July 1, 1933. Prime 
Minister from January 30 to May 9, 1936. Quickly 
gained King Farouk’s confidence and on October 20, 
1937, was reappointed Chief of the Royal Cabinet. 
Hastened the downfall of the Wafd Government. 
His position as adviser to the King was later 
challenged by the then Sheikh of the Azhar. 
Member of the Egyptian delegation to Palestine 
Conference in London, 1938. Became associated 
with Azzam, Saleh Harb and even Hassan el Banna, 
the founder of the Moslem Brotherhood. The 
interest which he developed in Arab and Islamic 
politics had a distinct anti-British bias. Prime 
Minister on August 18, 1939. On the outbreak of 
war in 1939, he at first kept strictly within the letter 
of the Anglo-Egyplian Treaty while maintaining, 
possibly under pressure from the King, Egypt’s 
neutrality. The unfavourable course of events for 
the Allies led him to adopt a more equivocal attitude 
and he resigned on June 13, 1940, as a result of 
British pressure. His subsequent activities led to his 
internment in 1942. Released in 1944. Made a 
director of the Misr Bank in 1945. Nominated a 
Senator in 1946. In the same year he formed the 
“ Egyptian Front ” in support of social and political 
reform and the realisation of Egypt’s national 
aspirations. Was one of the members of the 
Egyptian delegation who signed a statement opposing 
the Bevin-Sidky treaty proposals. Subsequently tried 
to rehabilitate himself with the Embassy and also 
cultivated the Americans. As Prime Minister for 
three weeks following the fall of Nahas’s Government 
after the riots of January 26, 1952, he made a 
vigorous administrative effort to restore law and 
order but proceeded with what was felt, by the Palace 
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at least, to be undue caution politically, especially 
with regard to the Wafd. Recalled to office on 
July 23, 1952, by General Neguib and the officers 
responsible for the coup iVEtat, to whom his reform 
programme made some appeal. Survived six weeks 
of increasingly difficult collaboration with the 
Council of the Revolutionary Command, who found 
him too cautious and reluctant to proceed to funda¬ 
mental changes either in political or social questions, 
particularly agrarian reform. Subsequently 
remained on sufiiciently good terms with the regime 
to become president of the committee set up in 1953 
to draft a new Constitution, and from time to time 
to be consulted by the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command. On more than one occasion in 1953 
invited to resume the premiership but, not being 
given a sufficiently free hand, declined. Fished 
assiduously in troubled waters, when differences 
between General Neguib and the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command became acute early in 1954. 
His sympathies were not unnaturally with the 
general. Under the old regime collected the Grand 
Cordon of the Order of the Nile and of Mohammed 
Ali, the title of al Imtiaz and the Collier Fuad I. 

Clever and ambitious and, in view of his pro¬ 
pensity for devious methods and intrigue, unreliable. 
Has avoided the reputation for corrupt dealings 
w hich has attached to so many of his contemporaries. 

97. Abdel Latif Mahmoud (Pasha) 

Trained in the law, he became a counsellor in the 
Court of Appeal and subsequently Under-Secretary 
of State in the Ministry of State for Social Affairs in 
the Wafd Government of 1942-44. Placed on 
pension by Ahmed Maher. Joined the Wafd 
executive and went into private legal practice with 
marked success. He is said to have been a close 
friend of Makram Ebeid when the latter was 
secretary-general of the Wafd and closely associated 
with Fuad Serag-ed-Din when he in turn became 
secretary-general. Successfully contested the 
Shoubra constituency in the general elections of 
January 1950 as a Wafdist, and appointed Minister 
of Health in the Wafd Government. Appointed 
Senator, June 1950. Emir of the Egyptian 
pilgrimage, 1950. Transferred to Ministry of 
Agriculture, November 1950. Created Pasha in 
Royal Wedding Honours List, May 1951. Deprived 
of political rights for ten years by decision of the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command on 
April 14, 1954. 

98. Mahmoud Mohamed Mahmoud (Bey) 

Born 1911. Son of the late Mohamed Mahmoud. 
Studied law. Served in the Mixed Parquet. 
Resigned and took a seat in Chamber of Deputies 
and was elected to the Finance Committee of the 
Chamber, where he made his mark unostentatiously, 
consistently refusing to trade on his father’s reputa¬ 
tion. Gained general respect for his intellectual 
qualities and capacity for hard work. An ardent 
advocate of the need for greater economy and 
efficiency in the Administration. In 1949 appointed 
president of the State Audit and made many recom¬ 
mendations for improvements and economies in 
various branches of the Administration, hut his 
tenure of office was short. In February 1950 he 
resigned without any reasons being given, but 
allegations were made in the Senate by Mustapha 
Marei that his resignation was due to dissatisfaction 
at the lack of support he received from the Govern¬ 
ment. Finally, after Serag-ed-Din had told the 
Senate in May 1951 that his resignation had been 
for purely personal reasons, Mohamed Mahmoud 
publicly endorsed Marei’s statements, which had 
fixed on two particular subjects, the 10 per cent, 
commission paid to Kerim Tabet on a Government 
subsidy of the Al Moassat Hospital and the purchase 
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of arms and ammunition during the Palestine War. 
This debate led to the Senate decrees of June 1950 
and ultimately to the defective arms enquiries. 
Joined Ahmed Hussain’s Fellah Society in 1952. 
Minister of Communications in Ali Maher’s one-day 
“Cabinet of Talents” on September 5, 1952. 
Member of the Constitution Committee, 1953. 

Speaks English but is rather uncommunicative 
owing to a naturally shy and retiring disposition. Is 
very English in his manner. Plays a good game of 
tennis. 

99. Dr. Mohamed Sabri Mansour 

Born about 1900. Entered the Egyptian Diplo¬ 
matic Service and was Consul-General in Beirut in 
1939, when he was obliged to resign following legis¬ 
lation forbidding marriage between Egyptian 
diplomats and foreigners (his wife is Austrian). 
Transferred to the Ministry^ of Finance. 

Emerged as Minister of Commerce and Industry 
in General Neguib's first Cabinet on September 7, 
1952. Made Minister of Supply in the reshuffle of 
December 18. Was dropped in June 1953. 
Rewarded for his services by various directorships. 
After the Anglo-French military intervention in 
November 1956 w^as made Deputy Sequestrator- 
General and Controller of Insurance Companies. 

Nationalist but p>ersonally very friendly. Able. 
Speaks excellent English and German. 

160. Ahmed Mortada Al Mar^hi (Pasha) 

Born in 1909. Spent his childhood in Khartoum, 
where his father, the late Sheikh Mustafa Al 
Maraghi, later for many years Rector of Al Azhar 
and Adviser to King Fuad, was at that time Grand 
Ouadi of the Sudan. Educated for a lime at Gordon 
College, Khartoum, and subsequently at the Khedive 
Ismail Secondary School, Cairo. Graduated from 
Faculty of Law in Cairo University in 1932, and 
entered Government service in the Ministry of 
Justice Became private secretary to the Prime 
Minister, Mahmoud Pasha, 1938. Resigned to 
contest a seat in the Chamber of Deputies and was 
elected for the Maragha constituency but was 
disqualified as being too young. Re-entered 
Government service in 1941 and was appointed Sub- 
Governor of the Canal Zone 1941, and later Sub- 
Governor of Alexandria, Governor of Suez, 1944, 
Mudir of Kalioubia and Mudir of Kena. Appointed 
Director-General of Public Security in 1947 over the 
heads of a number of officials senior to himself. He 
undoubtedly owed this appointment to the King’s 
desire to have a pro-Palace official in a key post in 
the Ministry of the Interior. Shortly afterwards he 
was promoted Under-Secretary of State in the 
Interior, from which position he continued to interest 
himself in public security matters. It was a matter 
of general surprise that he remained m posfe after 
the advent of the Wafd in 1950 and his retention was 
generally attributed to their reluctance to do any¬ 
thing which might displease the King. In February 
1950, however, he was removed to be Governor of 
Alexandria after a disagreement with Serag-ed-Din 
about the nomination of Wafdist candidates to key 
police appointments. Appointed Minister of the 
Inlerior, and of War and Marine, by Aly Maher after 
the riots of January 26, 1952, and was retained in the 
same offices by Hilaly on March 1. Spent six months 
restoring public order and security and rebuilding the 
morale of the police. He also hoped to build up 
an elite motorised police force, equipped with 
American material, to be directly under his own 
control. Was considered the King’s most likely 
choice for a “ strong ” Palace Prime Minister should 
the political situation again deteriorate. Expressed 
the view that in that case the only thing which could 
save the country and the throne would be agrarian 
leform. Made a Pasha in May 1952. Resigned 

£ 


















































































































26 ] 


with Hilaly on July 2 and refused all attempts by 
Sirry to entice him into a Cabinet containing Kerim 
Tabet. Appointed Minister of the Interior in Hilaly's 
one-day Cabinet of July 22. and on receipt of the 
news of the coup d'Etai in Alexandria went to Cairo 
to try to negotiate with the military regime, but 
found that they had already chosen Aly Maher to be 
their first Prime Minister. Under the new regime, 
he suffered for his reputation as a King’s man, and 
was accused of having abused his position as 
Minister of the Interior. Was interned on 
September 7, 1952, and after his release was cited as 
a defendant in the Abdul Qader Taha murder case. 
Was also brought to trial, but acquitted, on a charge 
of having, while Governor of Alexandria, improperly 
threatened one of ex-Queen Narriman’s father’s 
creditors. Critical of the Nasser regime. Left Egypt 
in the summer of 1956, ostensibly on a visit to Saudi 
Arabia. Did not return after the Anglo-French 
militar> intervention. 

An able administrator and a forceful character, 
unfortunate in his loyalty to the throne. Was not 
afraid of associating with his British friends. 

Plays a very good game of tennis. 

101. Dr. Hasran Marei 

Born about 1907 of landowning parents. 
Graduated from the Faculty of Engineeering of 
Cairo University, continued his studies at the 
University of Birmingham where he obtained a 
Doctorate in Mechanical Engineering. Was 
Professor of Engineering at the Cairo, Alexandria 
and Ibrahim Universities. Appointed Under¬ 
secretary of State responsible for technical training 
at the Ministry of Education in 1953, and later in 
the year was transferred to be Under-Secretary of 
State in charge of aviation at the Ministry of War 
and Marine. Appointed Minister of Commerce and 
Industry on April 18, 1954. Resigned on June 29, 
1955, following a difference with his Deputy. Abu 
Nuseir (c/.v.). Appointed managing director of the 
Misr Textile Mills at Mahalla. Appointed 
Sequestrator-General of British and Australian 
properties after the Anglo-French military inter¬ 
vention of November 1956. Resigned in February 
1957. 

Is married and has two sons and two daughters. 
Is the brother of Dr. Said Marei. the director of the 
Agrarian Reform Administration. Competent and 
friendly. 

102. Mustafa Marei (Bey) 

Graduated from School of Law 1923. Appointed 
a judge in 1930 by Aly Maher. Later became Public 
Prosecutor but owing to his extreme anti-Wafdist 
sentiments he resigned this appointment on two 
occasions when the Wafd were in office, and 
resumed his private legal practice. 

Independent Minister of State in Abdel Hadi’s 
Cabinet. December 1948. Nominated Senator 
January 1949 Minister of State in Sirry’s Cabinet 
in July 1949 and resigned October 1949. In the 
spring of 1950 he persisted in discussing in the 
Senate the resignation of Mahmoud Mohamed 
Mahmoud from the Presidency of the State 

Audit, and made a blistering attack on Karim Tabet 
who was a beneficiary of one of the irregularities in 
question. Marei left for Europe the following day 
fearing, it is commonly believed, for his personal 
safety. Lost his seat in the Senate under the decrees 
of June 1950 which were a direct consequence of 
this debate. After his return to Egypt in the summer 
of 1950 he resumed his political activities, trying to 
gather around him a group in support of an extreme 
nationalist and leftist programme. From March 
1951 he wrote the main weekly article in a 
Watanist Party organ, Al Lewal al Gedid (The New 


Banner) specialising in attacks on the corruption of 
the Government and scarcely veiled denunciations 
of the Palace entourage. 

His reputation, and in particular the part which 
he had played in uncovering the defective arms 
scandal, made him persona grata with the 
revolutionary regime, though not, owing to his 
Watanist connections and friendship for Abdel Hadi, 
with the Moslem Brotherhood. Appx)inted to the 
Constitution Committee 1953 and to be rapporteur 
of the Magistracy Commission under the Five-Year 
Plan. He gave evidence against Kerim Tabet when 
the latter was brought to trial for the financial 
irregularities mentioned above. Defended, out¬ 
spokenly but unsuccessfully, Abdel Hadi (q.v.) 
when the latter appeared before the Revolution 
Tribunal in October 1953. 

Extreme in his likes and dislikes, and was 
reported to have been greatly upset by the events 
of February 4, 1942. Combines a highly developed 
legal intelligence with great effect as an orator. 

103. Said Marei 

Born about 1913. One of five children whose 
inheritance of their father’s estate of some 1,500 
feddans was consequently not affected by the 
Agrarian Reform. Related to Aly Shamsi (q.r.). 
Himself a successful farmer; breeds horses and does 
a little racing. 

A graduate of the Faculty of Agriculture, Cairo 
University. Believed to have had Saadist 
sympathies. Elected a co-operative member of the 
board of directors of the Agricultural and 
Co-operative Bank in April 1949, apparently at the 
instigation of the Abdel Hadi Government, and 
served until 1952. Selected by Wing Commander 
Gamal Salem (q.v.) for the key post of director of 
the Agrarian Reform Executive. Starting from 
scratch he set up by local standards, efficient 
Administration. His staff, which was hand picked, 
appears to work with loyalty and enthusiasm. 
Manager of Co-operative Bank. Appointed Minister 
of Agrarian Reform on June 30, 1956. 

Combines charm and a pleasant personality with 
ruthless energy and single-mindedness in carrying 
out his task. Ready to delegate authority to 
subordinates whom he trusts. Has concentrated 
considerable power in the executive by limiting the 
influence on Agrarian Reform policy of the 
Ministries of Agriculture and Social Affairs. 
Owing to the caution with which he approached the 
co-operative aspect of the reform, he was not at 
one stage on good terms with the co-operative 
department of the latter Ministry. 

Married and has three children. His brother is 
an Under-Secretary of State at the Ministry of War. 
Speaks English. 

104. Ferik Aziz Ali al Masri (Pasha) 

A Circassian with some Arab blood, born in 
Egypt about 1877. A sympathetic but unbalanced 
Pierson. 

Enlisted in the Ottoman army and played a 
prominent part in organising the Tripolitanian 
resistance to the Italians in 1911-13. Subsequently 
fell foul of Enver Pasha who, according to Aziz al 
Masri, was jealous of him. Arrested and only 
escaped hanging owing to the intervention of the 
British Embassy acting at the instance of Lord 
Kitchener. On the outbreak of the Arab revolt 
collaborated with Sherif Hussein and for a time 
assisted him against the Turks. Left the service of 
Hussein partly because of personal differences and 
partly because he disliked the idea of fighting 
against his former brothers in arms. Retired to 
Spain hoping to start life there afresh. Maintained 
contact with the British Embassy at Madrid and 
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developed to the ambassador his belief that the best 
future arrangement in the Middle East would be a 
federation of autonomous Ottoman States, divided 
according to race, under the Sultan-Caliph at 
Constantinople. In 1918 asked the embassy at 
Madrid to arrange for him to be employed on the 
Western Front. The request was refused because of 
his insufficient knowledge of English and doubtful 
political integrity. Remained in Europe until 1923, 
w'hen he was allowed to return to Egypt after some 
hesitation on the part of Sarwat Pasha. In 1927 
Spinks Pasha refused the request of the Egyptian 
authorities to appoint him to the Egyptian army. 
Later appointed director of the police school. In 
1936 he was appointed tutor to King, then Prince, 
Farouk. and accompanied him to London, where he 
quarrelled with Hassanein whom he charged W'ith 
servility and failure to exercise discipline over the 
Prince. On the death of King Fuad in 1936 he was 
left w'ithout employment. Expressed disgust with 
Egyptians generally and “ offered his sword to the 
British Army.” Appointed Inspector-General of the 
Egyptian Army in 1938. but owing to army 
opposition he was never able to function. Appointed 
Chief of Staff by Aly Maher on August 20. 1939, 
and was retired on pension by Hassan Sabri in 
July 1940, on representations of the embassy, as 
incapable of co-operation with the British Military 
Mission and other British military authorities. In 
May 1941. with two young Egyptian officers, he 
endeavoured to escapn: from Egypt to Iraq during 
the Rashid Ali revolt. Owing to the failure of the 
aeroplane they were forced to descend in Egyptian 
territory and after being in hiding for some 
weeks they were apprehended. Was subsequently 
released, in the spring of 1942. but was again 
interned in the late summer of the same year for 
dubious contacts with German spies. Was released 
in consequence of the abrogation of martial law in 
1945. 

In August 1947 he was elected honorary president 
of Ahmed Hussein's Young Egypt Party, possibly 
to improve his own position as a would-be youth 
leader in rivalry with Saleh Harb. Arrested in 
1948 on suspicion of being concerned with a plot 
to seize power by force and of complicity in 
hoarding arms and ammunition. Elected president 
of Ahmed Hussein's Socialist Party, March 1950. 
His revolutionary past endeared him to the army 
officers who were responsible for the coup d'Etat of 
1952, and his advice was frequently sought by 
Nasser. Appointed Egyptian Minister to Moscow 
under the military regime and took up his duties 
July 1953. But it was apparent that he was too old 
for the job and he was replaced by a young career 
diplomat in 1954. 

Married an American girl in 1925. 


105. Lieutenant-Colonel Mohammed Rashad 
Mehanna 

Born 1908. Belongs to a well-known family from 
Gharbiya Province. His brother was A.D.C. to 
King Farouk. 

On graduating from military college in 1932 
received the sword of honour. Commissioned in 
the artillery. Subsequently passed out first of his 
class at Woolwich Military Academy. Graduated 
from the Egyptian Staff College 1944 and appointed 
to the Cairo garrison. 

In the early years of the war was in contact with 
Aziz el Masri. In 1944 was reported as inciting 
officers and as spreading anti-British and anti- 
Government propaganda. He was arrested in 1947 
on the order of General Ibrahim Atallah on a charge 
of conspiring against the throne and was under 
arrest for forty-five days. The enquiry proved the 
charges against him to be baseless and his accuser 
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was dismissed the service. During the Palestine 
War, he confiscated the cargo of an Australian 
vessel sailing under the British flag. In October 
1950 he held a meeting attended by 1,000 officers 
and men to protest against casualties at musketry 
practice caused by faulty ammunition. He was 
posted to Palestine, but told brother officers that he 
would continue his struggle against dictatorship in 
the army. Elected on January 1, 1952, to the 
Committee of the Officers’ Club by the largest vote 
ever obtained by a candidate. Immediately 
transferred to El Arish. His role in the coup d'Etat 
of July 23 has not been clearly established. It seems 
that he was offered the leadership but declined or 
withdrew. Played no part in the actual coup but 
came into the limelight immediately afterwards. 

July 29 appointed Commandant of the Military 
Academy. July 30 appointed Minister of Communi¬ 
cations in Aly Maher's Cabinet. August 3 made a 
member of the Regency Council. Removed from the 
council in October, allegedly for exceeding his 
constitutional powers. Essentially conservative, he 
probably found the ideas of the Council of the 
Revolutionary Command too radical and his strong 
personality precluded a more passive role. Kept 
under surveillance. His supporters, particularly in 
the artillery, continued to agitate on his behalf and 
to criticise the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command. In January 1953 he and a number of 
army and police officers were arrested for plotting 
against the regime. The objects of the attempted 
coup were apparently to replace the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command, to appoint Colonel 
Mehanna as Prime Minister and to allow General 
Neguib to revert to the army as Conimander-in- 
Chief. The Council for the Revolutionary 
Command constituted itself as a Revolutionary 
Court and after some delay he w'as condemned to 
imprisonment for life. 

A popular and respected officer, enjoying 
considerable support, particularly in the artillery. 
Known for his integrity, conservatism and piety. 
Avoided all public places of amusement. A 
sympathiser, if not an actual member, of the 
Moslem Brotherhood. Married and has at least 
one child. 


106. Dr. Ibrahim Fahmy Miniawy (Pasha), F.R.C.S. 

Born 1885. Son of an ex-head of the Revenue 
Department in Minia Province, studied in England 
19()9-12 and elected Fellow of the Royal College of 
Surgeons. Principal medical officer of the Cairo 
Coptic Hospital since 1926, he was professor of 
surgery at the Medical Faculty of Fuad I University 
until his retirement in 1945. 

Created Pasha and became a member of the 
Coptic Community Council (Majlis Milli) in 1936, 
and has since become leader of the reformist group 
of the Coptic Community, which seeks to rescue the 
Coptic Church from the dead hand of the monastics 
from whom the priesthood and episcopate are 
drawn. Was vice-president of the council in 1945, 
and again in 1950. On the latter occasion, as a 
result of a flare-up of the dispute with the Patriarch 
(the ex-officio president) about the constitutional 
validity of the then Majlis, the Government 
intervened and caused new elections to be held 
which gave a majority again to Dr. Miniawy’s 
progressive supporters. Re-elected vice-president, 
he again resigned in 1951 after a dispute with the 
Patriarch. Nominated Senator 1951, and elected 
president of the Medical Syndicate in 1951. 
Appointed to the Constitution Committee 1953 
under the new regime. 

He is distingui.shed from most Copts either of 
wealth or political inclinations by his interest in the 
affairs of his community. 
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107, Osman Moharram (Pasha) 

Born about 1885. Though there is a strong 
family strain of lunacy he was, as a young man, a 
promising engineer and official. Was made Under¬ 
secretary of Slate for Public Works by Zaghlul in 
1924 and became Minister for a few days on 
Zaghlul's fall. Spoilt by too rapid advancement. 
Elected Deputy for Dessouk (Gharbia) in the 
elections of May 1926, and became Minister of 
Public Works in the Coalition Cabinet of June of 
that year. Was persistently hostile to British officials 
in his Ministry and distinguished himself by sus¬ 
pending the Jebel Aulia Dam scheme in favour 
of heightening the Assouan Dam. Made a Pasha 
in March 1927. Excluded from the Nahas Cabinet 
01 1928, but reappointed Minister of Public Works 
in the Wafdist Cabinet of June 1, 1930, when he 
was as obstructive as ever. One of the Egyptian 
delegates at the treaty negotiations, March to May 
1930. Appointed Minister of Public Works in the 
Nahas Cabinet of May 1936, and retained his port¬ 
folio when the Cabinet was reshuffled on August 3, 
1937. Dismissed with Nahas on December 30. 1937. 
There were unsavour>' rumours regarding his 
acceptance of bribes in connexion with dam contracts 
during his tenure of office on this occasion. Again 
Minister of Public Works in Nahas's fifth Cabinet 
1942 and awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order 
of Ismail in addition to that of the Nile w'hich he 
already held. Attacked, with other Wafdist 
Ministers, in Makrara's Black Book. Fell from 
office with the Nahas Government in October 1944. 
Was one of the four W’afdists who took office in 
Hussein Sirry Pasha's Coalition Cabinet which held 
office from July to November 1949: again held 
the portfolio of Public Works. Nominated Senator 
in August 1949. Left office when Sirry's Coalition 
Government resigned in November 1949. Re¬ 
appointed Minister of Public Works when the Wafd 
took office after the general elections of January 
1950. Showed himself very determined to push 
through a large Nile Waters scheme and engaged his 
old friend Sir Murdoch MacDonald as technical 
adviser. 

Was one of the principal targets against whom 
charges of corruption were levelled by the new 
regime, and w'as interned on September 7, 1952. 
Was brought to trial before the Anti-Corruption 
Tribunal on nine charges and after a trial lasting 
six months was. in October 1953. found guilty on 
six points and fined £E. 6,000 and deprived of civil 
rights for five years. Deprived of political rights 
for ten years by decision of the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

108. Major Khalid Mohi-eddin 

Born 1922. Commissioned in Cavalry. Intelli¬ 
gence Officer at Corps Headquarters. Closely 
associated with the Nine-Man Committee which 
organised the coup cTEtat of July 23, 1952, but did 
not become a member of the committee (later known 
as the Council of the Revolutionary Command) 
until some time after the coup. At one stage con¬ 
cerned himself with labour questions at the Ministry 
of Social Affairs. Was critical of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command policy in the late 
summer of 1953 and at one point his position 
seemed precarious. Apfwinted October 1953 to 
be a member of the National Production Council. 
Played a prominent part in the internal crisis of 
February-March 1954, when he failed to control, 
if he did not encourage, the dissident cavalry group. 
yMigned himself with General Neguib and was in 
favour of a return to constitutional life. When 
Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser emerged victorious he 
left for Europe early in April, ostensibly on National 
Production Council business. Remained in exile 
until tne autumn of 1955, when the regime's swing 


to the Left enabled him to return. Started an 
evening newspaper, AI Masa\ 

A cousin of Lieutenant-Colonel Zakaria Mohi- 
eddin (^.v.), but belongs to the impecunious branch 
of the family. Holds strong Socialist views. To 
some extent protected by his influential relative. 
Played a useful part in the negotiations which led 
to the agreement with the oil companies in 
February r954. 

Married. He and his wife rarely frequent 
European society. Avoids the limelight. 

109. Lieutenant-Colonel Zakaria Mohi-eddin 

Born 1917. Graduated from the Military College 
in 1938 and commissioned in the infantry. Joined 
the Moslem Brotherhood and in 1942 was involved 
in subversive activities at the Military College 
where he was an instructor. Graduated from the 
Staff College in 1948. Served in the Palestine War 
and with Major Saleh Salem (c/.v.) infiltrated 
through the Israeli lines to Falluga during the siege. 
An instructor in the Staff College. In March 1951 
took part with other Egyptian officers in Anglo- 
Egyptian military manoeuvres. In November 1951 
appointed to the Royal Staff College. Closely 
associated with the Nine-man Committee which 
organised the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952, but 
apparently did not become a member of the 
Committee (later known as the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command) until some time after the 
coup. Appointed Director of Military Intelligence 
and thus became one of the key men in the new 
regime. Appointed Minister of the Interior when 
the Cabinet was reshuffled on October 6, 1953. and 
has held the post since. 

Of good family, partly of Turkish origin and 
comfortably off, he, like Colonel Shaffei (^.v.), 
belongs more to the upper than to the lower middle 
class, of which his other colleagues on the 
Committee are typical members. A strict 
Moslem and a strong Nationalist. Intelligent 
and hard-working, he has proved himself to 
be an efficient Intelligence Officer and with 
experience has gained in stature. Regularly 
attends, apparently as part of his duties, formal 
diplomatic receptions but eschews public speaking. 
Reserved and, though he improves on acquaintance 
and can be personally friendly, is with some 
justification regarded as the r;?gime's mystery man. 

Married and his wife, who is well connected and 
speaks French well, occasionally accepts hospitality 
in a diplomatic house. Speaks English though not 
well. 


110. Dr. Abdel Wahhab Mooro (Pasha), F.R.S., 

F.R.C.S. 

Born about 1890. Rector of Fuad First Univer¬ 
sity 1951 to June 16. 1953, and Professor of 
Surgery in the Faculty of Medicine. Member of the 
Constitution Drafting Committee, January 1953. 

A surgeon of considerable reputation. A man of 
great ciiarni but of retiring disposition and of no 
great force of character. He disliked many of his 
duties as Rector of the University and tried to 
resign on several occasions. In 1953 returned to 
his professional practice and professorial duties. 

Is personally friendly and w'cll disposed. 

111. Abdel Shafei Abdel Motaal (Pasha) 

Born 1889. Spent his whole career in the Ministry 
of Finance, and rose to be Under-Secretary of 
State in that department, concerning himself 
particularly with the budget. On the point of 
retirement from the Government service when, in 
November 1949, Sirrj' invited him to join the neutral 
Cabinet which he formed for the purpose of 
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conducting general elections. Given the portfolio 
of Finance and held office until the Government 
resigned in January 1950, after the elections. 
Following the dispossession of the Mohammed Ali 
family la November 1953, was appointed a 
sequestrator of their property. 

His colleagues in the Ministry of Finance spoke 
highly of his abilities, but otherwise little is known 
of him as he does not frequent Cairo diplomatic 
society. 


112. Dr. Mohammed Zaki Abdel Motaal (Pasha) 

Born 1904. Studied law in Cairo and then 
obtained a doctorate in political economy at the 
Sorbonne. On his return to Egypt was appointed 
lecturer in political economy in the Faculty of Law 
of Cairo University and later Dean of the Faculty of 
Law at Alexandria University. Subsequently 
became a Counsellor of State and in 1947 was 
appointed secretary-general of the National Bank 
of Egypt. When Nahas formed his Wafd Govern¬ 
ment after the general elections of January 1950, he 
accepted an invitation (given probably on Hilali's 
recommendation) to become Minister of Finance. 
The allocation of this key post to a man having no 
very marked Wafdist political background caused 
general surprise but the introduction of younger 
elemenis with technical ability was generally well 
received. In May 1950 resisted attempts by his 
colleagues to intervene in the affairs of the cotton 
market to save the Farghaly (q.v.) and Yehia 
cornering group and their associates inside the 
Government. Finally yielded, probably in response 
to a direct instruction from the Palace, but was 
nevertheless dismissed in November 1950. His 
intimate friend. Dr. Hamed Zaki, failed to stand by 
him. Minister of Finance in Hilal}’s Government 
1952 and attacked by the Wafd for his criticisms 
of the financial legacy of the Nahas Government. 
His determination to nationalise Abboud's Sugar 
Company may have been a contributory cause of 
the fall of Hilaly's Cabinet. Made a pasha in 
May 1952. Interned on September 7, 1952. and was 
released with the rest in December. Retained as 
adviser by Ihe Shell Company of Egypt. Was a 
prosecution witness in the &rag-ed-din trial in 
January 1954 but did not escape censure by the 
tribunal for his conduct as Minister of Finance 
during the 1950 cotton-corner scandal. 

Able and hard-working, and not lacking in 
courage. Friendly. Married: his wife's sister is 
married to the son of Nuri Said. 

113. Mohamed Kamel Moursi (Pasha) 

Studied law and rose from being lecturer in the 
School of Law to be Dean of the Faculty in Cairo 
University. After holding this academic post for 
some years he was appointed judge in the Court of 
Appeal. Later became a counsellor in the Court of 
Cassation, from which post he resigned in 
September 1943 on the appointment of Amin Anis 
Pasha as president of that court. He and two other 
senior members of the court resented this appoint¬ 
ment of an outsider, particularly so soon after the 
promulgation of the law for the independence of the 
judicature. After the fall of the Wafd Government 
he was reinstated as counsellor in the Court of 
Cassation. Appointed Minister of Justice by Sidky 
Pasha in February 1946. Nominated Senator, 
May 1946. His politics were anti-Wafd, but he was 
not a party man and joined Sidky's Cabinet as an 
independent. Appointed President of the Council of 
Stale, September 1946, Retired on pension in 1949 
but was subsequently appointed Rector of Cairo 
University. Awarded the Grand Cordon of the 
Order of the Nile. January 1951. Resigned in May 
1951 after Dr. Taha Hussein, then ^Minister of 


Education, had intervened over his head to stop 
disciplinary action against students who had failed 
to pay their fees. Minister of Justice in Hilaly 
Cabinet, 1952. Appointed Rector of Cairo 
University in 1954. 

A noted author of legal works. 

114. Mustafa A1 Nahas (Pasha), G.C.M.G. 

Born 1879 at Samanoud (Gharbia). A lawyer by 
training, he was for some time a judge in the Native 
Court of First Instance at Tanta. One of Zaghlul's 
most important political lieutenants. Deported with 
Zaghlul in 1921 to the Seychelles. Returned June 
1923. Member'of Parliament for Samanoud, and 
appointed Minister of Communications in ZaghluFs 
Cabinet (January to November 1924). Elected 
Member of Parliament for Abu Seir Banna (Gharbia) 
May 1926, and Vice-President of the Chamber of 
Deputies in June. On the death of Zaghlul became 
President of the Wafd in September 1927, largely 
owing to his reputation for honesty. Prime Minister 
March 1928. Accused of abuse of influence in the 
famous Seif ed-Din case but was eventually acquitted. 
Dismissed by the King June 1928. Returned as 
Prime Minister and Minister of the Interior on 
January 1, 1930. Headed the Egyptian delegation 
to the treaty negotiations in London from March- 
May. His unskilful handling of his relations with 
the Palace after the breakdown of these talks led to 
his fall in June 1930 and his replacement by Sidky. 
This and his bad leadership in the subsequent 
Opposition campaign lost him much support in the 
Wafd, 

In 1934, when he was 55, married the 23-year old 
daughter of a leading Wafdist, a union which, owing 
to his wife's avarice and abuse of his official position 
for private gain, was eventually to bring hini into 
disrepute. 

After the collapse of the Sidky dictatorship he 
pressed for the restoration of the 1923 Constitution 
and the resumption of treaty negotiations with Great 
Britain. Wafdist stock soared. By the end of 1935 
he had become the head of a “ United Front *’ of all 
political parties in Egypt and subsequently led the 
Egyptian treaty delegation. The restoration of the 
1923 Constitution rendered inevitable the Wafd’s 
return to power. Formed his third Ministry on 
May 10, 1936. Successfully concluded treaty nego¬ 
tiations with Great Britain in August 1936, and led 
the Egyptian delegation to London to sign the treaty. 
The Collier Fuad 1st was added to the Grand 
Cordons of the Orders of the Nile and Mohamed 
All, which he alread> held, and he was given a 
triumphal reception on his return to Egypt. 
However, neither this achievement nor the further 
Egyptian triumph at the Montreux Conference in 
1937 could for ever outweigh the incompetence and 
nepKotism of the Wafd in office. The personal 
antipathy between Nahas and the newly acceded 
King Farouk and the split in the party which 
fcllow'ed Nokrashi’s elimination from the Cabinet 
finally tipped the scale in favour of his numerous 
political opponents, who rallied to the Palace. 
Dismissed by the King on December 30, 1937. the 
Wafd went into the wilderness until, at British 
insi.stence, Nahas was summoned to the premiership 
in February 1942 to provide a popular Government 
to face the dangers of Axis invasion. His cool 
courage and leadership during the critical days of 
the Axis advance to El Alamein vindicated his 
lecall. In domestic affairs, however, his critics found 
an easy target and in March 1943 he, his wife and 
the Government were arraigned for corruption and 
nepotism by Makram Ebeid in the famous Black 
Book. In the latter half of 1943, in an effort to 
refurbish his prestige, he vigorously espoused the 
cause of Lebanese independence and did much to 
arouse Egyptian interest, hitherto lukewarm, in the 
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idea of Arab unity. Dismissed by the Palace in 
October 1944. Boycotted the elections in 1945. 
Though he had pressed for an immediate settlement 
of Anglo-Egyptian relations, rejected Sidky’s offer of 
Wafdist participation in treaty negotiations in 1946 
towards which he adopted a criticial and extremist 
attitude. 

Survived an attempt on his life on April 25, 1948, 
when a heavy explosion caused severe damage to 
his house. Consented to Wafdist participation in 
Sirry’s Coalition Cabinet July 1949. Returned to 
power as Prime Minister for the fourth time 
following the elections of 1950. Nahas made a bid 
to end his unfortunate feud with the King by 
preserving a scrupulously correct attitude, and tried 
to improve his party’s lamentable record in domestic 
matters by the inclusion of some able administrators 
with no previous political connexions. The Palace, 
however, used his complaisance to further its own 
schemes, while Serag-ed-din and Salah-el-Din led the 
party further and further along the path of corrup¬ 
tion in domestic and intransigence in foreign affairs. 
They sought to escape the results of their inefficiency, 
and such scandals as the cotton market manoeuvres 
of 1950, by an increasingly irresponsible exploitation 
of the “national aspirations,” culminating in the 
denunciation of the 1936 treaty in October 1951 and 
the Cairo riots of January 26, 1952. On January 28 
Nahas was dismissed from office. After the coup 
({*Etat of July 1952 he clearly hoped for a time to 
turn the situation to his own advantage and that 
of his party, but the new rulers of Egypt wanted no 
partners in power and the Wafd was dissolved with 
the other political parties in January 1953. First 
the Wafdist leaders and then the great demagogue 
himself came under attack. Mme. Nahas was 
accused of abuse of influence and, finally, in October 
1953, Nahas was listed with those to be arraigned 
before the Revolution Tribunal and was placed 
under house arrest. He was not, in fact, brought 
to trial, but Mme. Nahas was tried by the Revolution 
Tribunal, which, on March 7. 1954, ordered ffie 
confiscation of all her property except that which 
she had acquired legitimately. The tribunal 
deplored Nahas’s laxity towards his wife. He was 
subsequently deprived of f>olitical rights for ten years 
by decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command on April 14, 1954. 


115. Haim Naoum . 

Grand Rabbi of Egypt. Formerly Grand Rabbi of 
Turkey and in that capacity was intimately asso¬ 
ciated with the Committee of Unity and Progress 
leaders. Vacated his office some time after the 
armistice, in violent conflict with the Zionist element 
ip Constantinople, and was then generally regarded 
as a strong anti-Zionist with French leanings. 
Temporarily abandoned the Rabbinical career and 
engaged in financial and commercial activities in 
Turkey. Served as a tendril to the Turkish 
delegation during the first phase of the Lausanne 
Conference. Accepted Grand Rabbinate of Egypt in 
December 1923. Assumed office on March 18, 19-5, 
the European Jews of Cairo opposing his appoint¬ 
ment, the Oriental Jews supporting it. 

Described as a man of great ability and astuteness, 
\ery adaptable, with an eye to the main chance. 
Has numerous connexions in France and the United 
States. On behalf of the Jewish community in Egypt, 
he expressed full reprobation of the murder of 
Lord Moyne by Jewish terrorists, November 1944. 
He has become almost blind. 

Managed to preserve correct relations with the new 
regime and supported them in their anti-communal 
policies. Threatened to resign in protest against 
expulsion of Jews after Israel attack in November 
1956. 


116, Mohamed Ali Namazi (Pasha) 

Trained in law and entered Government service. 
Appointed Royal Counsellor, he became Head of the 
Legal Department of the Ministry of Communica¬ 
tions and later of the Ministry of Finance. Retired 
after the 1939-45 war and became manager of the 
Arab Land Company formed to assist Arabs to 
acquire land in Palestine. Also took charge of the 
financial administration of the Arab League Secre¬ 
tariat. Was Minister of Communications in Sirry s 
neutral Cabinet, November 1949-January 1950. 
Reverted to the Arab League. Minister of Justice in 
Aly Maher's Cabinet, January and February 1952. 

Was an enthusiastic and hard-working member of 
the Council of the Anglo-Egyptian Union and, 
though somewhat reserved, has a friendly manner. 
Moderate but not a forceful personality. 


117. Hassan Nashat (Pasha) 

Bom about 1895, the son of an army officer. 
Distinguished himself in his legal studies and became 
a lecturer at the Law School and subsequently 
principal secretary to the Minister of Justice. In 
1921 he began his p)olitical career as a Palace man 
and in 1922 was appointed Deputy Chief of the 
Royal Cabinet. His influence over the King became 
so pernicious that, in 1923, Lord Allenby caused the 
King to remove him. Transferred to be Under¬ 
secretary at the Ministry of Waqfs. froni which 
position he exercised his sway over the King with 
undiminishing effect. In the interests of the Palace 
organised a system of spying on his compatriots both 
at home and abroad and sought to use the Azhar 
students as a counterweight to pro-Wafd students. 
Created the pro-King Ittehadist Party, using as his 
agent a young man alleged to have been involved 
in political murders. In 1924 appointed Acting 
Chief of the Royal Cabinet and came into conflict, 
not onlv with Zaghlul and the Wafd, but also with 
Sidky and the Liberal Constitutionalists. Again the 
High Commissioner demanded his dismissal and 
he was appointed Egyptian Minister in Madrid. 
Thereafter he followed a diplomatic career, being 
appointed successively to Tehran, to Berlin (1928) 
and in 1938 Ambassador to London. In 1938 added 
a Grand Cordon of the Order of Ismail to his Grand 
Cordon of Order of the Nile. Early in 19^ returned 
cn leave and unsuccessfully intrigued against Nahas 
and Hassanein. In December 1944 he married art 
English woman and was obliged to resign. Greatly 
disgruntled by King Farouk's refusal to receive him 
on his return. Went into business and initiated a 
number of industrial projects, including a plastics 
factory, which, though not uniformly successful, 
brought him considerable w'ealth. Became vice- 
president of the Egyptian Federation of Industries 
and an advisory local director of Barclays Bank. 
Although not well disposed towards the revolu¬ 
tionary" regime, he accepted in Noveniber 1953, 
membership of the Egyptian Economic Mission 
which visited Western Europe. Later forced out oi 
his main business interests. 

A man of marked vigour and ability, ambitious, 
unscrupulous, courageous and a master of intrigue. 
Has largely outlived his former intense unpopularity 
among his own countrymen and also his reputation 
for loose-living. Has come to be regarded as a 
model paier faniilias—hsis four daughters to whom, 
and to his wife, he appears to be devoted—and fills 
the role of the popular business executive. Enter¬ 
tains lavishly. Though of sinister appearance, has 
an agreeable personality. Has always shown pro- 
British tendencies, which in recent years greatly 
developed. His relations with the Wafd have also 
improved. Though he has played little part m 
politics since 1944, he may again fill an importan 
role. 


118. Lieutenant-Colonel Gamal Abdel Nasser 

Born in 1918 of lower middle-class parents. 
Entered the Military College in 1937 and commis¬ 
sioned as an infantry officer in the following year. 
Served in Sudan in 1939-40. In 1941 he and 
Major-General Abdel Hakim Amer (c/.v.) were 
members of a group of officers who unsuccessfully 
attempted the forcible release of Aly Maher who was 
in residence forcee. Served in the Western Desert in 
1943. Served as an Instructor in the Military College 
and later the Small Arms School. Graduated from 
the Staff College in 1948. Served in the Palestine 
campaign, and was with the Egyptian force besieged 
at Falluga. Wounded. After the war was an 
Instructor at the Staff College. Active member of 
the Free Officers’ Movement. Took part in an 
unsuccessful attempt at political assassination but 
subsequently rejected assassination as a political 
weapon. Was one of the disaffected officers who 
were dispersed to outlying stations in the early 
summer of 1952. A prime movei and chairman of 
the Nine-Man Committee which organised the coup 
d'Etat of July 23, 1952, and which later became the 
Council of the Revolutionary Command. Imme¬ 
diately after the coup ostensibly became personal 
Staff Officer to General Neguib, to whom on 
August 25 he ceded the chairmanship of the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command. Played an 
important part in the formation of the “ Liberation 
Rally,” the civilian organisation intended as a fore¬ 
runner to an army party, and became its secretary- 
general. A member of the Egyptian delegation to 
the Anglo-Egyptian talks in May 1953 and to the 
subsequent informal talks. Appointed Minister of 
the Interior and Deputy Prime Minister in June 1953. 
In October 1953 he relinquished the post of Minister 
of the Interior but retained the Deputy Premier¬ 
ship. Following General Neguib’s resignation on 
February 25. was Prime Minister until March 8, 
when the General was reinstated. Again replaced 
General Neguib as Prime Minister on April 18. 
Signed the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on the Suez 
Canal Base in October 1954. Attended the Bandung 
Conference and visited various Asian countries in 
the spring of 1955. Plans for visiting Moscow and 
other East European capitals were postponed as a 
result of developments arising from the nationalisa¬ 
tion of the Suez Canal Company. Elected President 
of the Republic on June 23, 1956. 

Served his political apprenticeship with various 
groups, including Left-wing organisations and also 
the Moslem Brotherhood. Though continuing to 
sympathise with its ideals, he was determined that 
the Brotherhood should serve the interests of the 
Army Movement and not vice versa, Follow'ing the 
attack on his life in November 1954 he declared the 
Brotherhood illegal and destroyed its organisation. 
Anti-Communist in internal politics, he saw no 
objection to developing relations with the Com¬ 
munist blcK\ Evolved the theory of “ positive 
neutrality ” which he hoped would enable him to 
keep on good terms with the East and the West and 
get the best of both worlds. 

Undoubtedly the most influential member of the 
council. Quick to seize a point and flexible in 
argument, he is both tenacious and determined. 
Though fundamentally a gentle almost feline 
character, he is capable of ruthlessness. In the 
course of his struggle with General Neguib in 
February and March 1954, proved himself an astute 
politician and beat the old political leaders at their 
own game. Hard-working but dislikes office routine. 
By Egyptian standards, he is sincere, frank, and a 
man of his word. Has the quality, rare among 
Egyptians, of being able to take a decision. 
Public relations are not. however, his strong point 
and he is not generally popular. 


Though an ardent Nationalist, he was in favour 
of an .Anglo-Egyptian understanding, but events 
proved that he was not prepared to sacrifice his 
other objectives to achieve this. Speaks English, 
is personally friendly and has accepted hospitality 
in a British house. Married, but his wife does not 
mix in European society. 


119. General Mohamed Neguib 

Born in the Sudan in 1901. Educated at Gordon 
College. Khartoum. His English is good but not 
fluent. He also speaks some French, German and 
Italian. He is of peasant stock but his father and 
grandfather were professional soldiers—the latter 
attained the rank of brigadier and lost his life in the 
Siege of Khartoum. 1885. 

After some difficulty entered the Military College 
in 1917 and in the following year was posted to an 
infantry battalion. Seived for some time in the 
Sudan. On his return to Egypt specialised in 
machine gunnery and became an instructor at the 
Military ^hool and later at the Small Arms School. 
Took a university course in his spare time and in 
1927 obtained a law degree. Promoted to captain 
in 1931 and served in the Frontier Corps. Promoted 
to major in 1938 and entered the Staff College. 
Visited the United Kingdom and France. On his 
return served with distinction with the British forces 
in the Western Desert. Attached to the Adjutant- 
Generars branch but asked for a transfer owing to 
alleged interference in the processes of justice, and 
was reported to be pro-Nazi and anti-British. He 
w'as also reported to be an admirer of German and 
Italian organisation. Promoted to lieutenant-colonel 
in 1940. Reported in 1941 to be a member of the 
Moslem Brotherhood and in November of that year 
was in constant touch with Hassan al Banna, the 
then leader of the Brotherhood who described him 
as a “ faithful adviser.” In 1942 he was named as 
an officer who was canvassing support from his 
fellow officers for a secret association of Egyptian 
army officers. Promoted to colonel in 1944 and 
appointed Sub-Governor of Sinai and later Governor 
of the Eastern Desert. Commanded 9th Infantry 
Battalion and sub.sequently 2nd Machine Gun 
Battalion at El Arish. Promoted to brigadier in 
1948. Fought in the Palestine War and w'as 
wounded three limes. Decorated for gallantry. 
Appointed commandant of the Staff College. In 
December 1950 promoted to major-general and 
appointed Director of the Frontier Corps but relieved 
of this appointment in January 1951 when Hussein 
Sirry Amer was reinstated at Palace instigation. He 
was then appointed Director of Infantry. The army’s 
hatred of Sirry Amer and sympathy for him resulted 
in his election by an overwhelming majority to the 
post of president of the Officers' Club. From that 
moment onwards he became more and more a public 
figure. In spite of the opposition shown by him 
towards the (Tommander-in-Chief and the Palace, he 
issued in the spring of 1952 a report to General 
Headquarters warning it of the restless state of the 
army. His name was put forward as Minister of 
War in the Governments formed in 1952 by Aly 
Maher, Hilaly and Sirry. On each occasion ex- 
King Farouk turned him down. His refusal to obey 
the King’s orders to resign and close the Officers’ 
Club in July 1952 brought him into direct opposition 
with His Majesty. 

Some time in May he apparently accepted an 
invitation from a group of young army officers to 
become the leader of an eventual revolutionary 
regime. The coup d'Etat of July 23 was planned 
and executed without his participation but he lost 
no time in joining the revolutionaries and was 
immediately appointed the Commander-in-Chief of 
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ihe armed forces. Became a member and, in 
succession to Lieuienant-Colonel Nasser. Cnairman 
ot the Revolutionary Committee (later the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command) on August 25. 
Appointed Prime Minisier on the resignation of Aly 
Maher on September 7, 1952. Led the Egyptian 
Delegation to the Anglo-Egyptian talks on the 
Sudan in November 1952 and on the Canal Zone in 
May 1953. When the Republic was proclaimed on 
June 19. 1953, he became the first President, wile 
retaining the post of Prime Minister. In the 
following months his relations with the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command gradually deteriorated. 
Outvoted in the council he unsuccessfully sought to 
use his position as President and Prime Minister to 
exert a restraining influence on his colleagues. His 
resignation from all his offices was announced on 
February 25, 1954. Two days later, following a 
movement in his favour in the cavalry, he was 
reinstated as President and on March 8 as Prime 
Minister and Chairman ot the Council. His return 
to power was the occasion of considerable popular 
enthusiasm and he gradually became the focus of 
opposition to the regime, even committing himself to 
a return to parliamentary life. The tables were 
reversed as the result of a widespread strike staged 
by the Council for the Revolutionary Command at 
the end of March. He was allowed to remain 
President of the Republic and Chairman of the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command and also, 
until he was replaced by Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser 
on April 18, Prime Minister. His influence in the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command, which was 
always paternal rather than dictatorial, had declined 
as other members of the council, particularly 
Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser, came more and more to 
the fore, and virtually disappeared following this 
crisis. At the trial of Nasser’s would-be assassin, 
it was alleged that he had contacts with the Moslem 
Brotherhood and he was deprived of all his offices. 
Has been under house arrest since that date, 
December 1954. 

His past political associations do not appear to 
have been very definite. He appears to have 
combined his sympathy for the Moslem Brotherhood 
with an admiration for Aly Maher, whose lectures 
on international law he attended. He is held in high 
esteem as a straightforward and kindly man. Has a 
remarkable gift for inspiring confidence and even 
affection. Popular with the masses. He is patient, 
tactful and extremely hard-working and is blessed 
with a keen sense of humour. Though perhaps not 
outstanding for his intelligence or strength of 
character, he is undoubtedly shrewd and also 
persevering and tenacious of his purpose. Not anti- 
British and talks with fondness and admiration of 
many of the British officers with whom he served. 
Popular in the Sudan. 

Though a good Moslem and in the past associated 
with the Moslem Brotherhood he is essentially 
moderate. He is not a teetotaller. He has two 
wives; has three sons but had the misfortune to name 
one of them Farouk. His health is indifferent. 


120. Moustafa Nosrat (Pasha) 

Born in 1893 in Dakhalia Province. Graduated 
in engineering at Glasgow University in 1914 and 
was appointed an irrigation engineer in the Turkish 
Government and went to Iraq to improve 
Mesopotamian irrigation. Returned to Egypt in 
1920 and joined the nationalist movement. Became 
a contractor in a large way and undertook work 
for the Ministry of Public Works. Also supervised 
the administration of the estates of the late Sultana 
Malek. Became Minister of Civil Defence in 
Nahas’s Cabinet of May 1942. Transferred to 
Agriculture when Nahas reconstructed his Cabinet 
in June 1943. Fell from office in October 1944 on 


the dismissal of the Wafd Government. Admitted to 
Wafd Executive, January 1946. One of the four 
Wafdists who participated in Hussein Sirry Pasha’s 
coalition Cabinet, July-November 1949, in which he 
held the portfolio of Commerce and Industry. 
Appointed Minister of War and Marine in the Wafd 
Government formed after the general elections of 
January 1950. In this post he showed himself 
an.xious to co-operate with His Majesty’s Govern* 
ment in training programmes for the Egyptian forces, 
and so far as he dared was relatively sensible about 
problems of Middle East defence generally. His 
power was, however, circumscribed by the appoint¬ 
ment, on King Farouk’s insistence, of Haidar as 
Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces. Nosrat 
did not conceal his satisfaction at the retirement of 
Haidar and a number of other senior officers (besides 
those involved in the “ arms scandal ”) at the end 
of 1950, and consequently was left in an embarrass¬ 
ing position when, against his wishes Haidar was 
brought back in April 1951. Created Pasha, May 
1951. Deprived of political rights for ten years by 
decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command on April 14, 1954. 

His wife, who has a substantial income of her 
own, mixes in European society. He himself owns a 
large estate and was the proprietor of the Saadist 
(Wafd) Club. Presents well and is personally 
friendly. Speaks English and Turkish. 


121. Moliamed Abu Nuseir 

Born about 1914. Graduated in Cairo University. 
Faculty of Law, in 1935 and joined the State Legal 
Department. Served in various Ministries notably 
the Ministry of Commerce and Industry, where he 
remained for eight years. Later joined the Council 
of State, was appointed Secretary-General in 1952 
and in 1953 was promoted Counsellor although he 
had not attained the prescribed age of 40 years. In 
1951 he visited the United Kingdom and France as 
a member of a mission sent to study company law. 
Appointed Deputy Minister of Commerce and 
Industry on April 18, 1954. Made Minister of 
Commerce and Industry' on June 29, 1955. 

Is a serious-minded and hard-working man and 
has Lc^t-wing tendencies. Favoured closer economic 
relations with the Soviet bloc and was thus often 
in disagreement with the Minister of Finance, 
Kaisuny (q.w). Speaks French and some English. 
Married. Highly sensitive and socially diffident, 
though he has family connections with leading 
Egyptian industrialists. Ambitious and of doubtful 
honesty. 


122. Omar Omar 

Born about 1895. educated in Egypt. A lawyer. 
Formerly Senator (Wafdist). Elected hatonnier of 
the Bar Association in 1948 for three years and for 
a second time in 1951. Re-elected December 195^ 
in opposition to the officially-sponsored Wafdist 
candidate, Abdel Fattah el Tawil. Was always anti- 
Nahas. On fairly good terms with the army regime. 
Member of the Constitution Drafting Comrnittee, 
1953, and of the Commission on the Judiciary 
established under the Five-Year Plan. Speaks a 
little Enslish. 

w 


[23. AH Zaki AI Orabi (Pasha) 

Born in 1881. Educated at the Law School in 
rairo and obtained his degree in 1903. Pursued a 
egal career until in 1929 he was promoted judge at 
he (Tourt of Appeal. Appointed Minister ot 
Education in Nahas’s (Cabinet on May 10. 1^36, 
vhere he proved himself quite ineffective. 
Relinquished portfolio of Education and appointed 
Vlinister of Communications when Nahas reshuffled 
)is Cabinet on August 3, 1937. Dismissed with 
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Nahas’s Cabinet, December 30, 1937. Minister of 
Communications in Nahas’s fifth Cabinet, February 
1942. Nominated President of the Senate, May 
1942. Re-elected President of the Senate in 
November 1943. Held this office until Parliament 
was prorogued shortly before the general elections 
of January 1945. His nomination as Senator in 
March 1946 was generally regarded as a conciliatory 
gesture by the Palace to the Wafd in anticipation of 
the negotiations for treaty revision which were then 
imminent, he being considered as a moderate 
Wafdist who might be useful in bridging the gap 
between Palace and the Wafd. Assumed the 
leadership of the Opposition in the Senate on the 
death of Sabry Abu Alam Pasha in May 1947. 
-Appointed Minister of Communications in the Wafd 
Government formed after the general elections of 
January 1950. Relinquished this appointment on 
being nominated to replace Heykal as President of 
the Senate by the decrees of June 1950. Headed the 
Egyptian delegation to the Inter-Parliamentary 
Congress, March 1951. Retired from the 
Presidency of the Senate in May 1952. Held the 
Grand Cordon of the Order of the Nile. 

Was accepted by the new regime as one of the 
respectable Wafdists. and was appointed to the Five- 
Year Plan Commission on the Magistracy and to 
the Steering Committee of the Constitution Com¬ 
mittee, 1953. One of those called into consultation 
by the regime in October 1953. Deprived of political 
rights for ten years by decision of the Council for 
the Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Has some reputation as a savant and has written 
one or two books—which are, however, not of 
exceptional merit. Was a reputable judge, but is not 
a very attractive personality. Speaks ^English and 
French. 


124. Wahid Raafat 

Born about 1900 of Turco-Egyptian stock. First 
cousin of Aly Sabry (^.v.) of whose politics he does 
not approve. Educated and trained as a lawyer and 
advanced in the State service to be Legal Adviser to 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Resigned af:er the 
coup d'Etat of 1952 and practised as a lawyer. In 
1955 was employed by Onassis on his Saudi case. 

One of Egypt’s leading constitutional lawyers. He 
is politically an independent who has been in turn 
critical of Palace, Wafd and the Nasser regime. 
Courageous. Speaks French and English. His wife 
is charming. Their sons are at Victoria College. 

125. Fathy Rad wan 

Born about 1910. In 1931 appointed secretary- 
general of the Preparatory Committee of the Eastern 
Students’ Congress and visited Turkey, Iraq, Syria, 
the Lebanon and Palestine. In 1932 secretary of the 
“One Piastre Project” (to set up local industries). 
On graduating from the Faculty of Law in 1932 he 
practised as a lawyer. Active member of Ahmed 
Hussein’s Young Egypt Party. In 1941 he was 
arrested by the Sirry Government for six months. 
Joined Hafez Ramadan’s Watanist Party in 1944. 
In 1945 he was arrested for three months following 
the murder of Dr. Ahmed Maher. Officially dis¬ 
missed from the Watanist Party in 1950. Continued 
as head of dissident Watanists. Arrested in con¬ 
nexion with the January 26. 1952 incidents and was 
only released on July 25 after the coup d'Etat, 
Assumed leadership of Watanist Party in August 
1952 on the retirement of Hafez Ramadan. 
Appointed Minister of State (Propaganda) in 
Genera! Neguib’s Cabinet on September 7, 1952. A 
separate Propaganda Ministry was set up on 
December 9, 1952, and given to Fuad Galal (< 7 .v.), 
Fathy Radwan remaining Minister of State without 
portfolio throughout subsequent Cabinet changes in 
1952, 1953 and the spring of 1954. Appointed 
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Minister of Communications on September 1. 1954. 
Replaced and appointed Minister of National 
Guidance on November 3, 1955. 

Xenophobic and violently anti-British; possibly 
a fellow-traveller; opportunist and unscrupulous. 


126. Abdel Rahman Al Rafei (Bey) 

An elderly lawyer-politician with extreme 
nationalist views, he for many years enjoyed 
notoriety as a leading exponent of the Watanist 
Party’s policy of “ no negotiations without evacua¬ 
tion." In spite of an outwardly suave and placid 
manner, his reputation is that of a xenophobe and 
of a fanatical Moslem, and he has on many occasions 
delivered speeches of a vitriolic nature, particularly 
on the subject of Anglo-Egyptian relations. Was a 
Senator. Attained ministerial rank for the first time 
when Sirry formed his Coalition Cabinet in July 
1949 and was appointed Minister of Supply. Left 
office when that Cabinet resigned in November 1949. 

Appointed to the Steering Committee of the 
Constitution Committee, 1953. One of those called 
into consultation by the regime in October 1953. 

Speaks French.* 


127. Brigadier Hassan Ragheb 

Born about 1907. Trained as a civil engineer and 
when he joined the Egyptian army in the middle 
’thirties was given field rank. After the war was 
for three years Military Attache in Washington. 
On his return to Egypt was put in charge of the 
Egyptian equivalent of R.E.M.E. Shortly after the 
coup d*Etat of 1952 was appointed an Under¬ 
secretary of State for War and given special 
responsibility for munitions and factories. Visited 
Moscow and other East European countries (he also 
came to London) on an arms purchasing mission in 
1954. Eventually played an important part as a 
technician in the negotiations for the Russian arms 
deal. Was appointed Egypt’s first Ambassador to 
Red China in 1956. 

A moderate, with many British and European 
friends. Was on the Board of Victoria College for a 
short while. An active member of Cairo Yacht Club 
and ran the Egyptian Sea Scours. Speaks excellent 
English. He and his wife are socially friendly. 


128. Kamel Abdel Rahim (Bev) 

Was private secretary to the late Mohammed 
Mahmoud Pasha, whose daughter he married. 
Joined the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
subsequently served for a time in the Ministry 
of Commerce and Industry. Reverted to the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, where he became 
head of the section dealing with economic affairs. 
On promotion he served as Egyptian Minister in 
Ankara. In 1943, when diplomatic relations between 
Egypt and Soviet Russia were established for the 
first time, he was appointed Egyptian Minister in 
Moscow. Returned to Cairo and was appointed 
Under-Secretary of State in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs at the beginning of 1946. Awarded the Order 
of the Nile, second class. Given the rank of 
Ambassador while retaining the Under-Secretaryship 
in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, June 1947. 
Appointed Egyptian Ambassador in Washington. 
1948. Was chief Egyptian delegate at the General 
Assembly of the United Nations Organisation. 
September 1949. Appointed Ambassador to the 
Federal German Republic, 1953. Placed on pension 
at his own request on July 20, 1953. 

Both he and his wife are very presentable, and he 
is one of the best types of Egyptian officials. Has a 
quiet, friendly manner and is generally receptive. 
Speaks English. 
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129. Mohammed Hafez Ramadan (Pasha) 

Bora about 1881. A popular lawyer. Ex- 
batonnier. Represented the Khalifa district of Cairo 
ill Parliament, but did not stand in the 1929 
elections. At one time an active Khedivist, doubt¬ 
less subsidised. At one stage keenly anti-Zaghlul 
and on terms of personal friendship with most of the 
Liberal leaders. Accepted the Sidky regime to 
the extent of sitting in Parliament, where he led 
the Opposition. Was heavily subsidised by Sidky 
and Abdel Fattah Yehia, and is believed in his turn 
to have subsidised the xenophobe and Fascist 
“ Young Egypt ” movement. Joined the United 
Front of all political parties formed at the end of 
1935. His party, the “Watanists,” obtained four 
seals in Parliament in the election of May 1936. 
Opposed to the Anglo-Egyptian Treaty. Appointed 
Minister without poi^olio in Mohammed 
Mahmoud’s Cabinet on December 30, 1937. 

Created a Pasha. February 1938. Dropped by 
Mohammed Mahmoud on April 27, 1938, when 

he reconstituted his Cabinet following elections. 
Appointed Minister of Social Affairs in Hassan 
Sabry's Ministry, on June 28, 1940. Retired on 
change of Ministry, on November 15, 1940. 

Nominated Senator in 1942. Signed a joint note, 

presented by the Opposition leaders in November 
1943 to the Allied leaders at the Cairo Conference, 
specifying certain demands to complete Egypt’s 
independence after the war. Minister of Justice 
in the Cabinets of Ahmed Maher (1944-45) and 
Nokrashi (1945). Opposed the proposal that Egypt 
should declare war in February 1945 and tendered 
his resignation, but was persuaded to withdraw it. 
Headed Egyptian delegation to Washington to 
elaborate the organisation of an International Court 
of Justice, April 1945. Resigned in December 1945, 
owing to his party’s dissatisfaction at the Govern¬ 
ment’s failure to secure treaty revision. Elected 
president of the Watanist Party for life. The party 
subsequently split into two factions, one headed by 
Fathi Radwan (^.v.). Joined with leaders of three 
other Opposition groups in petitioning King Farouk 
against the evils of the Wafd Administration in 
October 1950 and again in a manifesto declaring 
their intention to boycott the Senate elections in 
March 1951. This front broke up, however, on the 
issue of “joint defence,” Hafez Ramadan joining 
with Makram Ebeid in unconditional rejection of 
this idea. Resigned from politics after the 
dissolution of the political parties in 1953. 

A presentable, agreeable and civilised person, but 
very untrustworthy and insincere, who has long 
ceased to be taken seriously even by Egyptians. 
Said to be addicted to drugs. A director of the 
local Pepsi-Co!a Company. 


130. Mohamed Ali Rateb (Pasha) 

Born 1898. Graduated in law in 1921. Began 
his career in the legal department of the Ministry 
of Wakfs and later transferred to the Parquet. 
Became a judge in the National Courts and later in 
the Mixed Courts. Appointed a Councillor of 
State in 1947 and showed marked ability in that 
capacity. Though without political ambitions or 
background, was persuaded to join the neutral 
Cabinet which Sirry formed in November 1949 for 
the purpose of conducting general elections and was 
made Minister of Supply. Relinquished office when 
that Cabinet resigned in January 1950. Soon after 
the formation of Nahas's Government in January 
1950, was invited to join the Cabinet as Minister of 
Supply, but declined. Was also sounded about the 
possibility of his succeeding Sanhoury as the 
President of the Council of State, but refused this 
offer also. Minister of Municipal and Rural Affairs 
in Sirry’s Government of July 1952. 


He belongs to the well-known Rateb family which 
has Turkish connexions. Married a French wife 
and he speaks excellent English. 


131. Ali Abdel Razek (Pasha) 

Born 1888. Brother of the late Sheikh Mustafa 
Abdel Razek, former Rector of A1 Azhar. 
Entered A1 Azhar at an early age and came under 
the influence of the reformer Mohamed Abdou. 
Also attended lectures in philosophy and the history 
of Arabic literature at the Egyptian University. 
After graduating at A1 Azhar in 1911 he lectured 
there on rhetoric for a short time before visiting 
England in 1912, where he studied economics and 
political science at Oxford. Returned to Egypt on 
the outbreak of war in 1914. Appointed judge in 
the Shari’ Courts in 1915. Lectured at the 
Alexandria Religious Institute on Arabic literature 
and Islamic history. In 1925 he published a book 
entitled “ Islam and the Principles of Government,” 
alleging that there had been historically a separation 
between Church and State in Islamic countries. 
This advanced treatise aroused great controversy 
and hostility in Moslem religious circles and 
caused a sharp political crisis. The Grand Ulema 
decreed the work unorthodox, placed it on the 
Islamic Index and dismissed its author from the 
body of the Ulema. This verdict was upheld by the 
Shari’ Court to which Ali Abdel Razek appealed, 
invoking the freedom of belief guaranteed by the 
Egyptian Constitution. Was divested of his 
functions as a Shari’ judge. 

His critical approach to the traditional tenets of 
Islam and his impatience with the methods of 
Moslem historians and biographers testify to the 
influence of Western scholarship. After his 
dismissal from the Ulema he remained for many 
years in comparative political obscurity but 
practised as a distinguished lawy^er in the Shari’ 
courts. In politics he is, like his late brother, a 
Constitutional-Liberal. In March 1947 he emerged 
again into political prominence by accepting the 
appointment of Minister of Wakfs in Nokrashi 
Pasha’s Saadist-Liberal Cabinet. As a prelude to 
that appointment, the Ulema petitioned King Farouk 
to cancel the verdict of heresy pronounced against 
him in 1925, a request to which His Majesty 
assented. Made a Pasha in May 1948. Remained 
as Minister of Wakfs when Ibrahim Abdel Hadi 
assumed the premiership on the assassination of 
Nokrashi and resigned with that Government in 
July 1949. Lost his seat in the Senate by the 
Decrees of June 1950. 

One of those consulted by the Neguib regime in 
October 1953. 


132. Mamdouh Riaz (Bey) 

Mamdouh Riaz is the grandson of the great Riaz 
Pasha. Elected as a Wafdist Deputy for 
Alexandria in 1926 but resigned his seat in favour 
of Nokrashi, who came out of prison too late for 
the general election of that year. Elected as one of 
the Alexandria Wafdist Deputies in the general 
election of December 1929. Financed Goba. a 
Wafdist w^eekly review, for a time. Appointed 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs in June 1936. Associated himself with 
Nokrashi in his quarrel with Nahas and resigned 
his under-secretaryship on Nokrashi’s dismissal 
from the Wafd. Was himself dismissed from the 
Wafd in 1937. Was much disappointed at not being 
included in the Coalition Cabinets of Ahmed Maher 
and Nokrashi after the fall of the Wafd Government 
in October 1944, Elected Deputy for Alexandria in 
general elections of January 1945 and appointed 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 
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Chamber. Accompanied the Egyptian Delegation to 
the San Francisco Conference. Was appointed 
chairman of the Finance Committee of the Chamber 
of Deputies in July 1946. Appointed Minister of 
Commerce and Industry when Nokrashi reshuffled 
his Cabinet in February 1947. Accompanied the 
Egyptian Delegation to the Special General 
Assembly of the United Nations Organisation, at 
which the Palestine case was discussed, early in 
1947. Appointed a member of the Egyptian 
Delegation formed to present Egypt’s case to the 
Security Council. Acted as representative of the 
American group, Gilbert Associates Incorporation, 
tendering for the Aswan hydro-electric power 
scheme. Retained portfolio of Commerce and 
Industry under Ibrahim Abdel Hadi and resigned 
with him in July 1949. Displayed marked ability in 
negotiating the new agreement between the Egyptian 
Government and the Suez Canal Company and 
particularly in defending it in Parliament. Arrested 
in September 1953, together with other political 
leaders and held for trial by the Revolution 
Tribunal. Released into house arrest for health 
reasons in December 1953 without any indictment 
having been made known. Listed as a member (a 
very distant one) of the Mohamed Ali family whose 
property was to be confiscated in November 1953. 
Deprived of political rights for ten years by decision 
of the Council for the Revolutionary Command on 
April 14, 1954. 

His seems to be the doctrinaire type of intelligence 
which Latin education so often produces in Egypt. 
He has not made a mark as a practical politician 
but he is still young and was prominent in the 
deliberations of the Saadist Party. Socially he is 
very friendly and prior to the coup cVEtat he and his 
Roumanian wife were fond of entertaining in the 
European style. Has a flourishing legal practice. 

133. Dr. Mohamed Aly Rifaat, O.B.E. 

Born about 1905. Formerly an official in the 
Ministry of Finance. Was at one time with the 
National Bank of Egypt in London and while there 
attended the London &hool of Economics. During 
the last war was Director of the Commercial Intelli¬ 
gence Branch of the Anglo-Egyptian Censorship, 
and subsequently Director of the Import Permit 
Department of the Ministry of Finance. Resigned 
after the war, having adequately feathered his nest. 
Entered business and is a company director and 
agent for a number of British firms. 

An able economist who regularly contributes 
articles on Egyptian economic matters to the press. 
Is critical of Abdel Gelil el Emary (cy.v.l. 

Married to an English lady who has now 
embraced the Islamic faith. 

134. General Fat’hy Rizq 

Born about 1905. Was one of the few' senior army 
officers who survived the coup d'Etot of 1952 and 
was made Quartermaster-General of the Egyptian 
Army. Visited the United Kingdom in the early 
summer of 1955 on an arms purchasing mission. He 
subsequently visited a number of Other countries, 
including Iron Curtain countries, when Egypt finally 
decided to turn to the Communist bloc for arms. 
Was also a member of the National Production 
Council and on the Board of the Iron and Steel 
Company. Was interested in the development of 
Egypt’s merchant fleet, particularly tankers and 
colliers, and in the project for a shipyard at 
Alexandria. Visited the United Kingdom as a 
member of the Egyptian Trade Mission in July 1956. 
Made a member of the National Planning Commit:ee 
when the National Production Council and the Public 
Services Council were merged in the Committee early 
in 1957. 

Efficient. Speaks reasonably fluent English. 
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135. Mohamed Rushdy 

Born about 1905. Served in the Misr Bank and 
became its chairman. Was also Chairman of the 
Federation of Egyptian Chambers of Commerce. 
Visited the United Kingdom as a member of the 
Egyptian Trade Mission in July 1956. 

Very friendly, but not impressive. 

136. Ahmed Zaki Saad 

Born about 1910. It is rumoured that his father 
was a Coptic convert to Islam. Entered the Naticnal 
Bank and on the recommendation of Sir F. Leith 
Ross was appointed the first Egyptian Governor of 
the Bank. Resigned after a short tenure of office 
following quarrel with his chairman, Ali Shamsi 
(^.v.). Appointed Egyptian representative on the 
International Monetary Fund. Reappointed 
Governor of the National Bank in 1955 as a result 
of an intrigue by the Finance Minister, Kaisuny 
(^.v.), to get rid of Amin Fikri (i/.v.). Also 
assumed the chairmanship of the Board of the Bank, 
reolacing Ali Shamsi. He retained his directorship 
of the I.M.F. and spends much time in Washington. 

Very Nationalist and was responsible for pushing 
out the remaining foreign, including British, 
personnel from the National Bank. Competent and 
courageous. 

137. Wing Commander Aly Sabry 

Born about 1915. Related to the wealchy and 
prominent Turco-Egypiian family of the same name 
and also to Ali Shamsi (< 7 .v.). But his is the poor 
branch of the family. Educated in Egypt. Joined 
the Egyptian Air Force. Was in Transport Com¬ 
mand and was able before the revoludon in 1952 to 
sec something of foreign countries. 

Was in Air Force Intelligence at the time of the 
coup d'Etat. Later used for political liaison with the 
British and American Embassies. Played a minor 
part in the negotiations for the Anglo-Egyptian 
Agreement on the Suez Base. Thereafter was 
increasingly used for political duties by Nasser (who 
at the time freely admitted his lack of loyal and 
competent staff) and was in due course appointed 
Political Adviser with an office in the Presidency of 
the Council of Ministers. Played an important part 
in the negotiations for the Communist arms deal and 
in developments that followed the nationalisation of 
the Suez Canal Company. 

A man of many qualities. Competent, harJ- 
working, loyal and patient, he has an engaging 
modesty and much personal charm. Essentially a 
moderate man and even pro-British. But his loyalty 
is to Nasser and his career. Married. 

138. Air Vice-Marshal Hussein Zulfiqar Sabry 

Born about 1912, a brother of Alv Sabry (q.vX 
Educated at a Jesuit school in Cairo. Completed his 
studies at Reading University. A considerable 
sportsman and was for a while a professional boxer 
in the United Kingdom and the United States. 
Joined the Egyptian Air Force. He first achieved 
notoriety by attempting in 1941 to fly Aziz a1 Masri 
(q.v.) out of the country. A member of the Free 
Officers' Movement. Took part in the Anglo- 
Ecyptian negotiations on the Sudan in 1943 and was 
later appointed the Egyptian member of the 
Governor-General’s Commission. In that post he 
proved unco-operative and irresponsible. His treat¬ 
ment of his colleagues was unscrupulous and 
dangerous. 

a' man of parts. Personally friendly, but 
fanatically nationalist. Able. Speaks good 
English. 

139. Mohamed Sherif Sabry (Pasha) 

Born about 1894. Son of the late .Abdul Rahim 
Sabry Pasha and so brother of Hussein Sabri (i/.v.) 
and of ex-Queen Nazli. Educated in Egypt. On 
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leaving the school of law he became private secretary 
to Adly Yeghan Pasha and was chef de cabinet to 
the Minister of the Interior and head of the 
municipalities section of that Ministry before joining 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He succeeded 
Sadek Wahba as Director-General of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, and on the death of Ibrahim 
Waguih Pasha in September 1932 was appointed 
Under-Secretary of State. Married the daughter and 
only child of Adly Yeghen Pasha and has children. 
His wife died a fortnight after her father in 
November 1933. Was appointed one of the Regents 
on the death of King Fuad in May 1936. Awarded 
the Collier Fuad 1st. Appointed Egyptian member 
of Anglo-Egyptian War Graves Committee 
November 1938. Nominated Senator in 1941 and 
again in 1945. Member of the Egyptian Delega¬ 
tion for treaty negotiations, 1946. When Sidky 
tendered his resignation from the Premiership in 
September 1946 owing to his difficulties with the 
Independent members of the treaty delegation and 
with Makram Ebeid. he was invited to form a 
Cabinet but failed to reconcile the various parties 
contesting for power. King Farouk thereupon 
refused to accept Sidky’s resignation. Was one of 
the Egyptian Delegates who signed the statement 
opposing the Bevin-Sidky treaty proposals in 
November 1946 for fear of compromising their 
political future by continued association with the 
unpopular Sidky. Vice-president of the National 
Bank of Egypt and on the board of several 
companies, including the Suez Canal Company. 
Resigned from the Senate in March 1949 on the 
conclusion of the new agreement between the 
Egyptian Government and the Suez Canal 
Company, in order to retain his seat on the board 
of that company. 

An elegant, rather charming person: physically 
frail and highly strung; speaks excellent English and 
has many English friends. At one time, was not 
particularly friendly to Great Britain. His family 
(with the exception of Hussein) had a positive feud 
with Lord Lloyd arising out of a minor social 
incident, but his relations with us subsequently 
recovered. Wealthy. Egyptians on the whole like 
him. 

140. Hussein Sabri (Pasha), C.B.E. 

Son of the late .Abdul Rahim Sabri Pasha and 
brother of ex-Queen Nazli. Chamberlain to Sultan 
Hussein and to King Fuad 1914-20. Sub- 
Governor, Port Said, Alexandria and Cairo 1920-24. 
Mudir of Giza March 1924, and Governor of 
Alexandria March 1925. In the latter post, he was 
well-disposed to British interests. Resigned from 
the Governorship at the end of December 1936. 
Awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of the 
Nile 1937. Was said to have had quite considerable 
and not beneficial influence over King Farouk at the 
beginning of his reign. 

When Governor of Alexandria, his liaison with a 
notorious local Jewess left him deeply in debt and 
discredited. After resigning the Governorship he 
remained in obscurity, occupied with commercial 
interests in Alexandria. Has since become one of 
the more prominent of Egyptian business men, 
holding a number of directorships and being 
chairman of several companies. 

141. Lieutenant-Colonel Anwar Sadat 

Born in 1918 of an Egyptian father who served as 
a doctor in the Sudan and a Sudanese mother. 
Commissioned in the Signals Corps and served in 
the Western Desert on the outbreak of war. Became 
disaffected by reports of British plans to disarm the 
Egyptian Army and other alleged slights and became 
violently anti-British. Interned in 1942 in connexion 
with German espionage and dismissed from the 


Egyptian Army. Implicated in the attempted 
assassination of Nahas in December 1945 and served 
a period of imprisonment. He was not reinstated 
in the Egyptian Army until 1951 and thus did not 
serve in the Palestine War. Involved in Moslem 
Brotherhood terrorist activities after the Palestine 
fiasco. Was active in the Free Officers’ Movement 
and was a member of the Nine-Man Committee 
which organised the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952. 
and which later became the Council of the Revolu¬ 
tionary Command. For some time after the coup 
he was appointed Director of the Egyptian Army 
Public Relations and became de facto Chief Press 
Censor. Later became editor of the army-sponsored 
papers Al Tahrir and Al Gumhuriya. A member of 
the Revolution Tribunal established in September 
1953. Appointed Minister of State without portfolio 
on September I, 1954, and became Secretary-General 
of the Islamic Conference. Dropped from the 
Cabinet on June 30, 1956. 

At one time a sympathiser, if not a member, of the 
Moslem Brotherhood. He is a somewhat sinister 
figure and there are indications that he is not entirely 
trusted by his colleagues. A student of W. S. Blunt 
(whose works he read during his internment) and like 
most of the other members of the Committee an 
admirer of Orabi, the leader of the 1882 Revolution. 
Though an ardent nationalist, he professes to favour 
Anglo-Egyptian co-operation and is personally 
friendly. Unreliable. Speaks good English. His 
wife en deuxieme noces is half English and at one 
stage frequently accepted invitations to Embassy 
houses. 

142. Lewa Ahmed Fuad Sadek 

Born 1894, in Cairo, of a Sudanese mother. 
Graduated in 1913 from the Military School. 
Entered the Caval^ and took part in the battles 
against the Senussi during the 1914-18 war. By 
1934 he had risen to the rank of lieutenant-colonel 
and in 1938 was appointed Inspector of the Infantry 
School, when it was reported his outspokenness was 
his most noteworthy characteristic. Protested 
vehemently against the British action of February 4, 
1942. Attacked Hamdy Seif el Nasr, Minister of 
Defence in the Nahas Cabinet, and was arrested and 
interned until its dismissal in October 1944. 
Appointed Assistant Adjutant-General, but disagreed 
with the Chief of Staff, Attalla Pasha, and was 
removed from his post. Appointed Commandant 
of the Territorials on the outbreak of the Palestine 
War. In October 1948 succeeded Mawawi as 
G.O.C,, Palestine. Gained a reputation for 
endurance and ability to do without sleep. Was 
known as “ the iron man ” by his troops. In May 
1951 was placed en disponibilite. Was apparently 
approached by members of the Liberation Movement 
as a possible leader but declined, probably more 
because he feared that the movement would not 
succeed than out of any lack of sympathy with its 
aims. Although not offered any military post in 
the new regime, he appears to enjoy their confidence 
and was appointed a member of the Constitution 
Committee in 1953. 

143. Lieutenant-Colonel Youssef Mansour Saddiq 

Infantry officer. A member of the Nine-Man 
Committee which organised the coup d'Etat of 
July 23, 1952. After the coup d’Etat commanded 
the Seventh Brigade. 

Held Communist views in the past but was 
believed, wrongly, as it turned out. by his colleagues 
in the Committee to have abandoned them. Possibly 
later associated with the Neo-Nationalists. 
Irresponsible. Dropped from the Committee in 
November 1952 and allowed to take indefinite leave. 
Later kept under surveillance in Upper Egypt. 
Re-emerged briefly during the internal crisis of 
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March 1954, when he advocated a return to con¬ 
stitutional life and the establishment of a Coalition 
Government including the Communists. Subse¬ 
quently put on pension. 

Lives very simply. Married. 

144. Ahmed Khairat Said 

Born about 1910. Received a French education 
and trained as a lawyer. Made a mark early in his 
career and was appointed a Judge in the Mixed 
Courts. On the suppression of the latter became 
Vice-President of the Legislative Department of the 
Ministry of Justice. In 1953 he was appointed 
President of the Legal Committee for the confiscation 
of the property of the former Royal Family. Was 
one of ihe Legal Advisers to the Egyptian Delegation 
which negotiated the Anglo-Egyptian Agreement on 
the Suez Base in 1954. In January 1955 was sent on 
a special mission to Paris in connection with the 
Franco-Libyan talks on the Fezzan. Was later a 
member of the drafting committee working on the 
Egypto-Syrian-Saudi Pact. Appointed Deputy 
Minister for Foreign Affairs on March 20, 1955. 

Though tenacious in argument he showed himself 
well-disposed during the Anglo-Egyptian nego¬ 
tiations. Undoubtedly able and hard-working and 
his handling of the Confiscation Committee earned 
him a reputation for fair play. Though French- 
educated. he speaks good English. His promotion 
to Cabinet rank probably reflected the increasing 
influence at the time of Major Salah Salem. He was 
dropped from the Cabinet on June 30, 1956. 

145. Mohammed Salah-ed-din (Pasha) 

Born 1902. Studied at the Faculty of Law, Cairo 
University. A turbulent student, and was twice 
expelled from the Faculty for participating in 
Nationalist demonstrations. Completed his studies 
in France. Private Secretary to Nahas during the 
1930 treaty negotiations in London. Member of 
Egyptian delegation secretariat during negotiations 
for Anglo-Egyptian Treaty in 1936. Controller of 
Department of Industry in Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry. In 1942 promoted to rank of 
Director-General and delegated as Acting Secretary- 
General of the Presidency of the Council of Ministers. 
Under-Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Sep¬ 
tember 1943. Left Ministry of Foreign Affairs to 
become sub-manager of (2airo Water Company. 
January 1945. Minister for Foreign Affairs in Wafd 
Government of January 195()-January 1952. 
Although curbed to some extent by his colleagues, 
the Prime Minister or the Palace, he gave to 
Egyptian foreign policy the stamp of his own 
cocksure, self-assertion and narrow doctrinaire 
outlook. Headed the Egyptian delegation to the 
Assembly of the United Nations September- 
December 1950 and resumed discussions on Anglo- 
Egyptian relations in London in December 1950. 
Nominated Senator, February 1950. 

He managed to keep his name more or less clear 
of any charges of personal corruption such as were 
directed at most of his colleagues, and on his 
dismissal from office with the Wafd Cabinet in 
January 1952 he associated himself with Dr. Ahmad 
Hussain’s Fellah Society. Tolerated under the 
military regime, he intervened in characteristic style 
in the Sudan negotiations in the autumn of 1952 
by his much-publicised visit to defend Sultan Jambo 
and other “ victims of the Sudan Administration’s 
tyranny.” Appointed a member of the Constitution 
Committee, and. when consultations with members 
of the revolutionary regime became fashionable in 
the autumn of 1953, he had an interview with 
Major Salah Salem which was duly publicised. 
Although cultivating the military regime, he by no 
means ignored the claims of old loyalties, and in 
October 1953. while defending two of his former 


colleagues, Ibrahim Farag and Soliman Ghannam, 
on charges of corruption, managed a spirited apologia 
for the Wafd administration in which he had served. 
Deprived of political rights for ten years by decision 
of the Council for the Revolutionary Command on 
April 14, 1954. His equivocal attitude under the 
military regime is believed to have lost him Nahas’s 
support and the respect of many of his party fellow 
members. 

Speaks French and adequate English. Takes a 
keen amateur interest in the Egyptian theatre and 
cinema. Is assiduous in cultivating the University 
students. Ambitious and irresponsible. 

146. Abdel Meguid Ibrahim Salah (Pasha) 

Took a law degree in France. A cousin of the late 
Mohammed Mahmoud Pasha, whose “ chef de 
Cabinet ” he was in 1938-39. Later a member of 
the State Economic Council. Appointed Minister 
of State in Hassan Sabry’s Cabinet in June 1940 
and in September Minister of Supply. Appointed 
Minister of Communications and also of Supply in 
the Sirry Cabinet of November 1940, but was 
dropped in the reshuffle of July 1941. Elected 
Senator in 1942. Was not included in the Coalition 
Governments formed by Ahmed Maher and 
Nokrashi in 1944 and 1945. Appointed Minister 
of Public Works in the Nokrashi Cabinet formed 
in December 1946. A member of the Egyptian 
delegation which presented Egypt’s case to the 
Security Council. Resigned from the Cabinet in 
July 1948, following widespread but unproved 
allegations of conduct inconsistent with ministerial 
responsibility. 

A prominent Constitutional-Liberal, was intolerant 
of Heikal’s presidency of the party. Was president 
of the Arab Union Club in 1946. Well disposed 
towards us. 

147. Abdul Aziz Abdulla Salem 

Born about 1895 near Zagazig of a prosperous 
land-owning family. Inherited 300 feddans, of which 
he has kept some 190. Educated in the Faculty of 
Agriculture, Cairo, and Magdalene College. Cam¬ 
bridge. Elected Deputy (Wafdist) in 1926 and 1928, 
Resigned from the Wafd and entered the Ministry 
of Agriculture in 1930, and in due course reached 
the rank of Under-Secretary of State. In 1946 he 
resigned owing to differences with his Minister. 
1945-46 he advised the Iraq Government on a land 
settlement project (Djeila). On resigning from 
public service he went into commerce and became 
a director of the Alexandria Commercial Company 
(a British cotton firm) and of other concerns. 
Appointed Minister for Social Affairs in the Aly 
Maher Cabinet on July 24, 1952. Was dropped by 
Aly Maher from his reshuffled Cabinet of Septem¬ 
ber 5, presumably on account of his enthusiasm for 
the Agrarian Reform Law sponsored by the army. 
On September 7 he was appointed Minister of 
Agriculture in the Neguib Cabinet, but was dropped 
in the Cabinet reshuffle of December 8, 1952. In 
November 1953 was a founder member of an 
Egyptian company, the Middle East Agricultural 
Company for the development of economic relations 
between Egypt and Arab countries, particularly the 
Sudan. President of the Egyptian Football 
Association. 

Competent, co-operative and well-disposed towards 
us. Had a son in Cambridge. 

148. Wing Commander Gamal Salem 

Born 1918, Joined the Royal Egyptian Air Force 
before the war and visited the United Kingdom 
in 1939-40. Seriously injured in an air crash and 
had to give up flying duties. Visited the United 
Kingdom and the United States of America for 
treatment in 1946-49. A member of the Nine-Man 
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Committee which organised the coup d'Etat of 
July 23, 1952, and which later became the Council 
for the Revolutionary Command. After the coup 
he was assigned to the Ministries of Agriculture and 
Finance in connexion with the Agrarian Reform 
Law. Appointed Minister of Communications in 
Cabinet reshuffle of October 6, 1953. Was violently 
anti-Neguib and opposed to a return to constitu¬ 
tional life during the crisis of Februar>-March 1954. 
Was also a Deputy Prime Minister from February 25 
to March 8. Subsequently continued to hold 
portfolio of Communications, but his relations with 
his colleagues in the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command became strained. Nevertheless appointed 
Deputy Prime Minister on September 1, 1954, giving 
up t ie portfolio of Communications, a.nd was made 
President of the People's Tribunal set up to try 
Moslem Brotherhood leaders after the attempt on 
Nasser's life in November 1954. Reappointed 
Minister of Communications on November 3, 1955. 
On June 30, 1956, the post of Deputy Prime Minister 
was abolished and he also ceased to be a member of 
the Cabinet. Given the task of reorganising 
Government machinery but without a seat in the 
Cabinet. 

A keen reformer, he has been responsible for 
much of the military thinking on land problems. An 
enthusiast and idealist but by no means unaware of 
practical difficulties which he tends to approach 
empirically. Dogmatic and a bit of a mystic. 
Rather unsteady in character. Though somewhat 
ascetic in appearance (possibly due to his injuries) 
he has an engaging personality and is a good talker. 
Though a strong Nationalist, he has many British 
friends in the United Kingdom and is an admirer 
of British institutions. Speaks excellent English. 
Though difficult of approach, is friendly and on 
occasion accepted hospitality in a British house. Has 
had no particular associations in the past and 
except on land reform is fairly moderate. 
Conscientious and extremely hard-working. 
Divorced in 1943. Involved in a liaison with a 
married lady belonging to the wealthy Yehia (<?.v.) 
family and married her in 1955. 

Accused by his Socialist friends of having turned 
Fascist. 


149. Major Saleh Salem 

Born in the Sudan in 1920, spent his early years 
and received part of his education there. Brother 
of Wing Commander Gamal Salem (^.v.). 

Commissioned in the artillery, served in the 
Sudan and qualified for the Staff College w'hen only 
a first lieutenant. Served in the Palestine War as 
General Staff Officer (Intelligence) to General Sayed 
Taha (The Black Wolf). Together with Lieutenant- 
Colonel Zakaria Mohi-Eddin (^.v.) infiltrated 
through the Israeli lines to Fulluga during the siege. 
Received exceptional promotion in recognition of 
his ability and appointed Technical Instructor at 
the Staff College. Dismissed from latter post 
following his attempts to eliminate corruption at 
the College. Was in El Arish when the coup dEtat 
took place, but was certainly privy to the army 
movement. On his return to Cairo he was closely 
associated with the Nine-Man Committee which 
organised the revolution but did not become a 
member of the Committee (later known as the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command) until 
some time after the coup. Specialised in the Sudan 
problem and took a prominent part in the negotia¬ 
tions both with the Sudanese political parties and 
with Her Majesty’s Government. He visited the 
Sudan, including the South, early in January 1953 
and was active in the negotiations which led to 
the agreement signed between all the Sudanese 
political parties in Khartoum on January 10. The 


tour was unfortunately marred by his offensive 
behaviour towards the officials of the Sudan Govern¬ 
ment, due partly to his genuine suspicions of their 
intentions towards Egypt and partly to a desire to 
play to the gallery in Egypt. Appointed Minister 
of National Guidance and Minister for Sudan Affairs 
on June 18, 1953. Visited the Sudan in August 
1953. when he made an unsuccessful attempt to 
persuade the Sudan political parties to agree to 
allocate parliamentary seats prior to the elections. A 
member of the Egyptian Delegation to the Anglo- 
Egyptiaii negotiations that led to the Agreement of 
October 1954. In August 1954 he visited Iraq and 
at the Sersank talks reached some understanding with 
Nuri cn Middle East defence. On his re:urn was 
disowmed by Nasser, w ho was no doubt already com¬ 
mitted to the Saudis, and for a short while was 
dropped from the Cabinet. He w^as ostensibly on 
leave. 

Has had no particular political associations in 
the past and in spite of his lapses, due to some 
extent to his impetuous and nerv^ous character, is 
probably one of the more moderate officers con¬ 
nected with the army movement. He became early 
in 1954 one of the more influential members of the 
Committee and was a close, though possibly not a 
fully trusted, associate of Lieutenant-Colonel Nasser. 
Resigned from Cabinet cn August 31, 1955, presum¬ 
ably as a result of the failure of his Sudan policy. 
After lying low for some time he emerged as the 
editor of a so-called Opposition new'spaper, 
Al Shciab, During the Anglo-French military inter¬ 
vention of November 1956 he was temporarily in the 
limelight as Commander of the Suez Area. Was in 
further trouble in early 1957 when he was deprived 
of the editorship of his newspaper and was for some 
time under house arrest. 

Ambitious and not over scrupulous. Has an 
engaging manner and is personally friendly. 
Susceptible to personal influence. Speaks good 
English. Married but his wife does not frequent 
European society. 

150. Mohammed Abdel Galil Samra (Pasha) 

A graduate of the Faculty of Law, he became 
an advocate and later entered politics as a 
Constitutional-Liberal. Elected a Deputy for a 
constituency in Dakhalia Province, where he owns 
land. Appointed Minister of Social Affairs in the 
Sirry Cabinet of November 1940, and Minister of 
Supply when the Cabinet was reconstituted in June 
1941. Dropped in July 1941. Critical of Heikal’s 
presidency of the Constitutional-Liberal Party, he 
became one of the dissidents who joined the group 
formed by Abdel Hamid Abdel Hakk (^.v.) in 
June 1945. Appointed Minister for Social Affairs 
in Sidky’s Cabinet in February 1946. Elected 
Senator, April 1946. Retained as Minister of State 
when Sidky reconstituted his Cabinet in September 
1946 but resigned two months later. 

151. Salih Sarny (Pasha) 

Copt. Born about 1890. Was for some time 
a member of the Constitutional-Liberal Party’s 
Executive Committee. Appointed Assistant Royal 
Counsellor in the State Legal Department and subse¬ 
quently Counsellor. Has a good reputation as a 
jurist. Member of the Egyptian mission to 
Abyssinia on the occasion of Ras Taffari’s corona¬ 
tion. Appointed Minister for Foreign Affairs in 
Sidky PavSha’s second Cabinet, June 1933. When 
Sidky resigned (September 1933), Salib Sarny sur¬ 
vived into Abdel Fattah Yehia’s Cabinet as Minister 
of War and Marine and resigned with the Cabinet 
in 1934. Appointed a member of the Committee 
for the Revision of the Civil and Commercial Codes, 
November 1936. Minister of Commerce and 
Industry in Hussein Sirry’s Cabinet on November 15. 
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1940, and became Minister for Foreign Affairs in 
June 1941. King Farouk unjustifiably attempted to 
make him the scapegoat for Sirry’s failure to inform 
the Palace beforehand of his decision to suspend 
diplomatic relations with Vichy, the issue which 
precipitated the Cabinet crisis of February 1942. 
Nominated Senator in 1942. Renominated May 
1946. Appointed Minister of Commerce and 
Industry in Sidky’s one-month Cabinet, November 
1946. Minister of Commerce and Industry in 
Sirry’s neutral caretaker Cabinet, November 1949- 
January 1950, and Aly Maher’s Cabinet January- 
February 1952. Minister for Commerce and 
Industry and Supply in the Hilali Cabinet from 
March 1 to July 2, 1952. 

On the whole he is well spoken of, but he seems 
to be politically rather unstable. After having been 
a directing element of the Liberal Party, and although 
he owed his official career to Mohammed 
Mahmoud’s favouritism, he rallied to the Sidky 
regime, and, on appointment to Cabinet rank, joined 
the Ittehadist Party. 

His wife is, socially, very pleasant and was always 
popular with foreign elements in the role of Cabinet 
lady. 


152. Dr. Abdel Razzak Ahmed Al Sanhouri (Pasha) 

Born 1895 at Alexandria. After graduating at the 
School of Law in 1917, he completed his studies at 
the Faculty of Law at Lyons. Obtained a 
doctorate in law there in 1924 and another 
at the Ecole des Sciences Politiques in 1925. 
Also holds the Diploma in International Law of 
the University of Paris. Worked for a time at 
the Egyptian Bar, and then joined the staff of the 
Faculty of Law in Cairo University, becoming Dean 
of the Faculty, a post which he held for eleven 
years. After a period as Dean of the Faculty of 
Law in Bagdad he returned to Egypt to become 
a judge in the Mixed Courts and a Royal Counsellor. 
Was a strong supporter of the Wafd until the 
secession of Ahmed Maher and Nokrashi, with whom 
he left its ranks in 1938. Appointed Under-Secretary 
of State in the Ministry of Education, from which 
post he was dismissed by Hilali, Minister of Educa¬ 
tion in the Wafd Cabinet in 1942. He returned to 
Iraq to assist in elaborating a new civil code. Ap¬ 
pointed Minister of Education when Ahmed Maher 
reconstructed his Cabinet after the general elections 
of January 1945. Continued in that office under 
Nokrashi, February 1945. Relinquished office on 
the fall of the Nokrashi Cabinet, February 1946. 
Accepted a temporary appointment with the Syrian 
Government in April 1946 to advise on education and 
the elaboration of a new civil code. Made a Pasha 
February 1946. Headed the Egyptian delegation 
to the Round-Table Conference on Palestine held 
in London, September 1946. Appointed Minister 
of State in September 1946. when Sidky decided to 
strengthen his Government’s position in Parliament 
by the introduction of four Saadists, In November 
1946 he replaced Heikal as Egyptian delegate to 
the General Assembly of the United Nations 
Organisation. Appointed Minister of Education in 
Nokrashi’s Cabinet, which replaced that of Sidky 
in December 1946, and was a member of the 
Egyptian delegation formed to present Egypt’s case 
to the Security Council. In March 1949 he left 
the Cabinet to become President of the Council of 
State. Later in the year he was temporarily 
seconded to advise the Syrian dictator, Hosni al 
Zaim. on the elaboration of a new Constitution for 
Syria. Following the return of the Wafd to power 
in January 1950, his tenure of the presidency of 
the Council of State became the subject of heated 
controversy but he successfully resisted efforts to 
persuade him to resign. Signed the Stockholm Peace 


Appeal, 1950. One of the old politicians who 
proved acceptable to the military regime and con¬ 
tinued as President of the State Council until April 
1954. Appointed member of the Constitution 
(Committee 1953, and also of the National Produc¬ 
tion Council. During 1953 was reputed to be the 
regime’s principal adviser on legal matters, and 
was one of the politicians consulted in connexion 
with the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations in October. 
Sided with General Neguib in his struggle with the 
Council for the Revolutionary Command in 
Februarj'-March 1954. Was injured when the 
pro-Council for the Revolutionary Command 
demonstrators attacked the State Council Chamber. 
On April 14 was dismissed from the Presidency of 
the State Council and deprived of his political 
rights for ten years. His dismissal was the 
immediate cause of the resignation from the Cabinet 
of Emary and five ether civilian Ministers. Not 
allowed to leave Egypt. 

Has travelled extensively in Europe and the 
Middle East. Generally respected. Is married and 
has one daughter. 


153. Fares Sarofeem, O.B.E. 

Copt. Born about 1903. Educated at Victoria 
College. Alexandria and Oxford. A landed 
proprietor and a keen agriculturalist who farmed 
his own land. On the local Board of Barclays 
Bank (D.C. and O.) and a director of Imperial 
Chemical Industries (Egypt) S.A., and other 
companies. Member of the Council of Victoria 
College. Cairo. A very keen cricketer, he has been 
very active in endeavouring to p>opularise the game 
amongst Egyptians. Took a team to England in 
1952. 

Anglicised in his way of life and very friendly 
but not particularly courageous or reliable. 


154. Ahmed Loutfi el Sayed (Pasha), K.B.E. 

Born in 1871, the son of respectable landowner. 
Embarked on a legal and journalistic career, 
establishing himself eventually as an advocate in 
Cairo and became editor and manager of AI Garida. 
the defunct organ of the “ Party of the People " (see 
Cromer’s Modern Egypt). A leading member of 
that party and. though to a certain extent in opposi¬ 
tion to the British regime, he won the respect of his 
opponents. Joined Zaghlul after November 1918, 
and was chosen as a member of the delegation for 
Paris. Credited with exercising considerable 
influence with Zaghlul, whom he encouraged to go 
to extremes. Was one of the four delegates who 
came to Egypt in September 1920 to explain the 
draft project drawn up by the Milner Commission 
with Zaghlul in London. Broke with Zaghlul and 
joined the Constitutional Liberals, but Zaghlul 
singled him out for special reference as a patriot in 
his speech on November 13, 1926. Rector of Fuad I 
(now Cairo) University, 1925. Became Minister of 
Education in Mohammed Mahmoud’s Cabinet, 
June 1928-October 1929, and was uniformly 
friendly to the Residency. Re-app)ointed Rector of 
Fuad I University by Sidky in July 1930, but 
resigned in March 1932 in protest against the 
Government’s dismissal of Professor Taha Hussein. 
Re-appointed Rector in April 1936. Resigned the 
Rectorship in the face of threatened dismissal 
during the constitutional crisis in October 1937. 
Appointed Minister with Portfolio in Mohammed 
Mahmoud’s Cabinet, on December 30, 1937. 

Re-appointed Minister without Portfolio on 
reconstitution of Cabinet on April 27,1938, following 
new elections. Appointed Minister of Interior on 
May 18. 1938. Dropped by Mahmoud on June 24, 
1938. when the latter broadened the basis of 
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his Ministry by the appointment of Saadists. 
Re-appointed Rector of Fuad I University on 
July 10, 1938. Awarded the K.B.E. 1940. 

Resigned the Rectorship in May 1941 and was 
nominated Senator. Awarded the Grand Cordon of 
the Order of the Nile. Appointed Minister for 
Foreign Affairs in the Sidky Cabinet, February 1946, 
and in this capacity was vice-president of the 
Egyptian Delegation for treaty negotiations 1946. 
Made Deputy Prime Minister when Sidky recon¬ 
structed his Cabinet in September 1946. Resigned 
from the Cabinet in October 1946 and was one of 
the dissident members of the Egyptian Delegation 
who signed the statement opposing the Bevin-Sidky 
proposals in November of that year. Lost his seat 
in the Senate by the Decrees of June 1950. Under 
the military regime was appointed a member of the 
Constitution Committee in 1953 and was one of the 
politicians consulted by the new regime in connexion 
with Anglo-Egypiian negotiations in October 1953. 

Is an able Arabic scholar and writer (he has 
translated Aristotle) and knows French well. Well- 
read, intelligent and. for this country, an unselfish 
politician; rather conceited. His advanced Western 
ideas have given him a taint of heresy to good 
Moslem noses. He is, indeed, by way of being a 
free thinker. President of the Arab Academy. 


155, Taha Mohamed Abdel Wahhab el Sebai (Pasha) 

Rose to be Under-Secretary of State in the 
Ministry of Finance and during Sirry’s Government 
in 1941 supervised the preparation of the budget. 
His entry into politics resulted from his appointment 
in October 1944 as Minister of Supply in Ahmed 
Maher’s Cabinet, a post for which a reputation for 
integrity and efficiency was the leading qualification, 
after the allegations of favouritism and corruption 
in supply matters which had so largely contributed 
to the downfall of the Wafd Government. To 
enable him to retain this important portfolio, he 
was elected Deputy for Heliopolis in the general 
elections of January 1945. Remained Minister of 
Supply in the Government formed by Nokrashi in 
February 1945. Resigned on the fall of the 
Nokrashi Cabinet. February 1946. Awarded the 
title of Pasha a few days before relinquishing office. 
During his period of office as Minister of Supply he 
was friendly and not personally unreasonable. He 
did not. however, prove a strong enough character 
to clean the Augean stable. Joined Makram Ebeid’s 
Kotla Party on his entry into the Cabinet but in the 
summer of 1948 he opposed Makram's renewed 
efforts to seek a reconciliation with the Wafd. In 
consequence. Makram expelled him from his party, 
to the great glee of the Wafd. who had a special 
grudge against him for having, they alleged, supplied 
Makram with data for his “ Black Book ” about 
exceptional promotions in the Wafdist Administra¬ 
tion. Appointed Minister of State in Abdel Hadi’s 
Government, December 1948, holding office as an 
Independent. Resigned with that Government in 
July 1949. Minister for Municipal and Rural 
Affairs in Hilali’s Cabinet 1952. 

156. Ahmed Selim 

Born about 1917 and trained as a civil engineer. 
Taught at Cairo University and eventually became 
Professor of Engineering. After the coup d'etat of 
1952 became a full-time member of the National 
Production Council and a member of the High Dam 
Committee. In 1956 was allowed to accept a scat 
on the Board of Anglo-Egyptian Oil Fields and was 
retained as a part-time member of the National 
Production Council. Member of the Suez Canal 
Authority. 

He is able and sound. Friendly and expansive. 
Married. 


157. Mohamed Kamel Selim (Bey) 

A former member of the Egyptian Diplomatic 
Service, he was for several years seconded for 
service as secretary-general of the presidency of 
the Council of Ministers, an appointment for which 
he was well suited by his capacity for hard work. 
In January 1950 he relinquished this post on being 
selected as the Egyptian Delegate on the United 
Nations Advisory Council for Libya. In the past 
had shown himself co-operative in routine matters, 
but in carrying out his instructions as Egyptian 
Delegate on the United Nations Libyan Advisory 
Council, proved himself excitable and near 
hysterical. In the spring of 1951, he publicly 
attacked the supporters of federalism in Libya, at a 
meeting of the Advisory Council, in such violent 
terms that there was a demand in Cyrenaica for his 
recall. Remained in the background after the coup 
d'Etai of July 23, 1952. His brother Hussein Kamel 
Selim, a university professor, was for a short time 
towards the end of 1953 Under-Secretary of State at 
the Ministry of National Guidance. 

Speaks excellent English and married an English 
wife in about 1925. There are no children. 

158. Mohamed Fuad Scrag-ed-din (Pasha) 

Born 1906. Son of the late Shahin Pasha Serag- 
ed-din, from whom he inherited extensive estates 
in Daqahlia Province. Studied law at the Egyptian 
University and participated in the Wafdist youth 
movement as a student. Married to a daughter of 
Bedrawi Pasha Ashour, a wealthy landowner. 
Madame Serag-ed-din is a close friend of Madame 
Nahas. Believed to have subscribed generously to 
the Wafd’s political fund. 

Appointed Minister of Agriculture when Nahas 
reshuffled his Cabinet in May 1942. Transferred 
from Agriculture to Interior in June 1943, following 
the Black Book crisis. Also took on the portfolio 
of Social Affairs and cultivated the goodwill of 
organised labour. Fell from office with the dismissal 
of the Wafd Government in October 1944. Was 
relegated to the provinces by Ahmed Maher on the 
ground that he had actively fomented the students’ 
demonstrations and disturbances in December 1944, 
and remained in seclusion until shortly before the 
Nokrashi Government partially relaxed martial law. 
Admitted to Wafd Executive in January 1946. 
Elected Senator, April 1946. Financed the publica¬ 
tion of a new weekly political review Al Nida, 
edited by his brother Yassin, June 1947. Also 
controlled the pro-Wafd newspaper AI Bala^h. 
Became secretary-general of the Wafd in June 1948 
when the younger elements of the party were 
pressing for a more active and positive policy. In 
July 1949 he was one of the four Wafdists who took 
office in Hussein Sirry Pasha’s coalition Cabinet as 
Minister of Communications. Resigned with that 
Cabinet in the following November. Returned to 
the Ministry of Interior in the Wafd Cabinet which 
came into power following the general elections of 
January 1950. Through Karim Tabet, was the chief 
link in the Palace-Wafd alliance in early 1950. In 
May 1950. he defended Karim Tabet against 
attacks by the Opposition on the State Audit issue 
(v. Mustafa Marei). At this time his position as 
heir to Nahas seemed impregnable. In the autumn, 
a froid sprang up between him and Palace over the 
Government’s policy generally and the dismissal of 
Zaki Abdel Motaal (^/.v.) from the Ministry of 
Finance in particular. His position in Government 
and party, however, was stronger than ever and he 
added to the Interior the portfolio of Finance in 
November 1950. Nevertheless, his arrogation of 
power and heavy-handed use of it brought him some 
unpopularity in the country, and earned him the title 
of “ the Village Omda of Egypt.” In early 1951 he 
worked assiduously, probably through Elias Andraos 
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Pasha, to rehabilitate himself with the Palace, 
apparently with success, and by the middle of 1951 
seemed to be firmly established once more. The 
conclusion of the Sterling Balances Agreement had 
added to his prestige, a cool wind which had sprung 
up in his friendship with Madame Nahas seemed to 
have died away, and the ageing Nahas himself was 
apparently more dependent on Serag-ed-din than 
ever. 

By his irresponsible handling of the Anglo- 
Egyptian crisis in the winter of 1951-52. however, 
he brought about the riot and burning of Cairo on 
January 26, 1952, and he was personally accused 
of complicity in the events of that day. His failure, 
as Minister of the Interior, to take adequate 
measures to control the rioters after the danger 
had been made clear, lent some colour to this 
charge. Was sent into residefice forcee on his 
Bilbeis estates for some months following the fall 
of the Wafd Government, and was interned under 
the military regime and finally indicted for treason 
before the Revolution Tribunal in October 1953. 
On January 30, 1954, was sentenced to fifteen years’ 
imprisonment. Deprived of political rights for ten 
years by decision of the Council for the Revolu¬ 
tionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Almost certainly the most influential of the 
Wafdist leaders after Nahas himself. His 
unequivocal opposition to the military regime has 
increased his standing in the party and in the event 
of a return to constitutional life he is likely to play 
a leading role, providing his health permits. 


159. Lieutenant-Colonel Hussein Mohamed El Shafei 

Born 1918. Cavalry officer. After short service 
in the horse regiments, transferred to armoured cars. 
Employed in Headquarters during the Palestine War, 
Closely associated with the Nine-Man Committee 
which organised the coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952, 
but did not become a member of the Committee 
(later known as the Council of the Revolutionary 
Command) until some time after the coup. 
Appointed to the key post of Commandant of the 
Cavalry, including the tank and armoured regiments. 
IFigured prominently in the Liberation Rally and 
in the late summer of 1953 became the Rally’s 
Controller in Lower Egypt. Spent much time on 
speech-making tours in the provinces. The pro- 
Neguib movement in the cavalry at the end of 
February 1954 lost him his post of commandant. 
Appointed Minister of War on April 18. Trans¬ 
ferred to Social Affairs on September 1, 1954. 

Believed to have been associated in the past with 
Makram Ebeid (^.v.). Comfortably off and, like 
Lieutenant-Colonel Zakaria Mohieddin (^/.v.), 
belongs more to the upper than to the lower middle 
class, of which his other colleagues on the Com¬ 
mittee are typical members. Son of a senior 
irrigation official in Egyptian Government service. 
Presents well but is only of moderate ability. 
Speaks English and is personally friendly. In spite 
of the violence of many of his public utterances, 
believed to be generally moderate. Married. He 
and his wife frequent European society. His young 
brother is a police officer. 


160. Mahmoud Shaker (Pasha), K.B.E. 

Born in 1887. Studied at the Egyptian University 
and the University of Leeds (1912). Appointed an 
engineer in the Irrigation Department of Public 
Works and became in turn inspector and inspector- 
general in the same department, and Under-Secretary 
of State in the Ministry of Communications. Held 
this post for some ten years until he was appointed 
general manager of the Egyptian State Railways in 
1933. Made a Pasha in 1936 and K.B.E. in 1937 


in recognition of his helpful attitude during the 
Abyssinian crisis in 1935-36 and of his general 
disposition to keep the equipment of the Egyptian 
State Railways as British as possible. Resigned on 
December 25, 1939. in view of the discovery, amongst 
papers seized at the outbreak of war, of indications 
that he had been receiving commissions from German 
firms. This discovery was used by Aly Maher as 
an excuse to replace him by Tarraf Ali. an official 
more likely to suit his general policy. Reappointed 
general manager of the Egyptian State Railways in 
1942 on the return to power of the Wafd and co¬ 
operated well with the British forces in this post. 
Displayed a friendly attitude over purchase of new 
equipment for the Egyptian State Railways. In 
autumn 1945 was appointed chairman of the 
Egyptian committee dealing with disposal of British 
army surpluses. Was consistently sensible and 
friendly in this post. Resigned from the Egyptian 
State Railways in November 1947, and became 
active in business, dealing, among other things, in 
army disposals stores. Appointed Senator Novem¬ 
ber 1950. 

A likeable, Anglophile, forceful and eflicient civil 
servant. 


161. Ali Shamsi (Pasha) 

Born about 1887. Began his political life as an 
extreme Nationalist and attended the Congress of 
Nationalists at Lausanne in 1916. In 1920 acted 
as liaison between Egyptian Nationalists, Young 
Turks and Pan-Islamists, and later engaged in 
smuggling contraband arms from Italy to Egypt. 
Returned to Geneva in June 1920 and again 
engaged in Nationalist propaganda. Minister of 
Finance from November 15-24, 1924, when his only 
official act was to pay the £5,000 indemnity for 
Sir Lee Stack’s murder. Elected deputy for Kenayet 
(Sharqia) in the elections of May 1926. Minister of 
Education in the Coalition Government June 1926 
to June 1928. He was personally friendly and 
acquired a sense of responsibility which engendered 
moderation in form at any rate. Very independent 
and impatient of any interference by the Residency. 
Made a Pasha on the King's Birthday, March 1927. 
Despite a certain friction with the extremists in the 
party he stuck to the Wafd. His exclusion from 
Nahas’s Cabinet in June 1930 surprised everybody, 
including himself, but he refused to translate a sense 
of grievance into action. Remained in. though hardly 
of, the Wafd, well on the Right wing, and was 
believed to stand well with the Palace. Became a 
director of the National Bank of Egypt and of the 
Water Company. Was the most influential of the 
group of dissident Wafdists who broke away from 
Nahas in November 1932. Joined the “United 
Front" formed in I>ecember 1935. Member of the 
Egyptian Treaty Delegation and in the post treaty 
period evinced an obviously genuine friendliness 
towards us. Egyptian Delegate to the League of 
Nations August 1937. Became first Egyptian 
president of the Board of the National Bank of 
Egypt on the retirement of Sir Edward Cook. 
Conformed in his public declarations on finance to 
principles generally accepted in British financial 
circles, but showed weakness in giving effect to them. 
Was strongly opposed to the Wafd Government 
which came into office in February 1942. Declined, 
for health reasons, an invitation to be a member of 
the Egyptian Delegation to the San Francisco 
Conference of 1945. Member of the Egyptian 
Delegation for Treaty Negotiations. 1946. One of 
the dissident members who signed the statement 
opposing the Sidky-Bevin proposals in November 
1946. Since then has taken no active part in 
politics. His name was mentioned in early 1951 as 
an elder statesman who might be fetched back to 
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“ save ” his countr>', but he showed no inclination 
in that direction, and privately professed himself 
very pessimistic about the future. Egyptian 
Government representative on the Board of the 
Suez Canal Company. Under the military regime 
appointed to the Constitution Committee and was 
one of the politicians consulted in connexion with 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations in October 1953. His 
annual reports as president of the National Bank 
gave a balanced and realistic appreciation of 
Egypt's economy under the military regime. Forced 
to resign from the Presidency of the National Bank 
in 1955 and was insulted by the Deputy Prime 
Minister Gamal Salem iqs,), 

is personally friendly, talks excellent French, and 
married a Swiss wife who died in 1943. 


162. Dr. Ibrahim Shawki (Pasha), M.D., M.R.C.P. 

(London) 

A former Dean of the Faculty of Medicine of 
Cairo University, he was appointed Rector of Cairo 
University in 1948. When Sirr>' formed his neutral 
Cabinet to conduct general elections, he accepted the 
portfolio of Public Health and held it for a period 
of two months during which that Government was in 
office. Was Minister of Public Health and for a 
while Municipal and Rural Affairs in the Aly 
Maher Cabinet, from Januar>' 27 to March 1, 1952. 
After the coup d'Etat was again Minister of Public 
Health in the Aly Maher Cabinet, from July 24 to 
September 6. 1952. Member of the Public Health 
Commission set up under the military regime’s 
Five-Year Plan. 

A likeable personality, he has the alert appearance 
and bearing of a European. Speaks English well. 


163. Abdul Salaam el Shazh (Pasha) 

One of the best old type administrative officials 
in Egypt, and served in ever>^ capacity from the most 
junior to the most senior. Was Mudir of Dakahlia, 
Behera and Assiout. In 1930 he was one of the 
eight Mudirs dismissed by the Wafd Government on 
assuming office. His provincial administration was 
characterised by lavish expenditure of municipal 
funds, so much so that in 1935 he was tried before 
a court of discipline, but was eventually acquitted. 
In 1936 he was appointed Inspector-General of 
Mudirias in Upper Egypt. Later appointed 
Commandant of the Police School which post he 
held until he was appointed Governor of (Tairo in 
1938. In addition to his duties as Governor of 
Cairo he was appointed Director-General, Air Raids 
Precautions Department, on September 20, 1938. 
.Aopointed Minister of Social Affairs in Ali Maher’s 
Cabinet on August 18. 1939. Transferred to 
Ministry of Waqfs when Cabinet was re-formed on 
December 20. 1939. Resigned with the Cabinet on 
June 28, 1940. Was believed to aspire to the leader¬ 
ship of the Opposition against the Wafdist 
Government, 1942, though sitting as an Independent. 
Elected Senator, April 1946. Was active in the 
Opposition group which signed a petition against 
the Wafd regime addressed to King Farouk in 
October 1950. and persistently badgered the Govern¬ 
ment with awkward questions about the members of 
the Palace entourage involved in the “ arms 
scandals.” Under the military regime appointed a 
member of Internal Security and De-centralisation 
Commissions set up under the Five-Year Plan. 

He was on very friendly terms with former British 
officials of the Egyptian Government, who liked and 
admired him. Of distinguished appearance, he is 
much respected. Chairman of the Committee of the 
Gezireh Sporting Club until 1956 when his Com¬ 
mittee resigned following the seizure by the Govern¬ 
ment of the major part of the Club’s premises. 


164. Maitre Ahmed Abdu al Sherbassi 

Born about 1905. Official of the Egyptian 
Irrigation Department. Served as an inspector of 
the department in the Sudan, and promoted 
inspector-general, over the heads of several senior 
colleagues, by the Neguib regime. Appointed 
Minister of Public Works on June 18, 1953 in the 
Cabinet reshuffle on the occasion of the proclamation 
of the Republic. 

Has the reputation of being a very religious man. 
Was on good terms with his Sudanese colleagues 
and acquaintances. Speaks good English, and has 
shown himself affable and prepared to discuss 
development projects. His position vis-d-vis most 
of the senior officials of his Ministry, who were so 
lately his superiors in rank, is inevitably not without 
its difficulties. 

165. Dr. Abdel Hamid El-Sherif 

Born about 1900. Studied economics in Egypt 
and in France where he obtained his doctorate. 
Was chosen by the late Talaat Harb Pasha to be his 
assistan: at the time the Misr Bank was established 
in 1920. He resigned in the early 1940’s and went 
into business on his own as a cotton exporter in 
Alexandria but failed. Rejoined the Misr Bank 
about 1950 and was appointed general manager 
in 1951. Appointed Minister of Finance on 
April 18. 1954. Lasted only a couple of months. 
Late in 1955 was appointed Chairman of the Misr 
Bank but his tenure of office was again of short 
duration. 

Appears to have a certain native shrewdness, a 
comparatively open mind, and a sense of humour, 
but does not seem to be of sufficient intellectual 
calibre to pursue a consistent and well thought out, 
or independent, policy. Moderate and apparently 
friendly but not particularly competent or honest. 

Speaks English well, also French and Italian. 
Failing eyesight. 

166. Mahmoud Mustafa el Shorbaghi (Pasha) 

A graduate of the School of Law and practised 
for many years as a lawyer in Tanta. Was a 
member of the Administrative Council of the 
Watanist Party and was elected a deputy in 1931. 
Appointed counsellor to the Court of Appeal in 
1933. .Appointed Minister of Justice in the Aly 
Maher Cabinet, August 1939. Vacated office on 
fall of Aly Maher Pasha's Ministry on June 27, 1940. 
Under the military regime was appointed a member 
of the Constitution Committee in 1953 and was one 
of the consulted politicians in connexion with the 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations in October 1953. 

He is reported to be a competent lawyer and has 
a pleasant personality. Speaks French but no 
English. A supporter of Aly Maher. Very 
anti-British politically. 

167. Dr. Ali Tewfik Shousha (Pasha), C.B.E. 

Born about 1893. Studied medicine in Berlin and 
Zurich. Most of his career has been spent in the 
Research and Laboratory Departments of the 
Ministry' of Health. In 1944 he was appointed 
Secretary of State in that Ministry and became the 
most powerful and influential medical personality in 
Egypt. Was highly thought of by the Palace. 
Twice offered the post of Minister of Public Health 
and refused both offers. Well disposed towards 
ourselves and prepared to stand up for us in the face 
of criticism or opposition on the part of his 
colleagues in the Ministry, but at the same time most 
jealous of Egypt’s independence in matters which 
concern him. He always showed readiness to accept 
British assistance tactfully offered when he 
considered it in Egypt’s interest. Member of the 
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Interim Commission of the World Health Organisa¬ 
tion and very United Nations minded. At the 
World Health Organisation Eastern Mediterranean 
Regional Conference held in Cairo in February 1949 
he was elected Director-General of the Eastern 
Mediterranean Regional Bureau. Visited the 
United Kingdom and United States in 1946. 
Awarded the C.B.E. 1947. President of the Middle 
East Regional Bureau of the World Health 
Organisation 1949. 

168. Ibrahim Shukri 

Born about 1920. Son of Mahmoud Shukri 
(Pasha), former Director of Royal Khassa and an 
ex-Minisler. Unlike his brothers who were educated 
abroad and who on their return secured good 
business appointments, Ibrahim fell under the 
influence of Ahmed Hussein and eventually became 
second-in-command of his Socialist Egypt party. 
Was not interned with Ahmed Hussein after the 
Cairo riots of January 26, 1952. and looked after the 
parly's interests until it was dissolved with the other 
political parties in January 1953. 

Member of the Constitution Drafting Committee 
under the Neguib regime, and also of the Social 
Affairs Commission set up under the Five Year 
Plan. 

169. Dr. Abdel Razak Sidky 

Born about 1909. Graduated in agriculture and 
animal husbandry in Cairo and appointed to the 
Ministry of Education as an instructor. 1936-39 
studied in Edinburgh and took his doctorate in 
animal husbandry. Appointed Director of Veterinary' 
Department of Ministry of Agriculture. Served on 
a technical mission advising the Iraqi Government. 
Appointed Minister of Agriculture in General 
Neguib’s reshuffled Cabinet on December 9, 1952. 
Survived the Cabinet changes of 1953 and the 
spring of 1954. 

The best type of Egyptian civil servant. 
Technically sound, but politically a lieht-weieht. 
Pro-British. 

170. Dr. Aziz Sidky 

Born about 1920. After graduating from the 
Engineering Faculty of Alexandria University, joined 
its staff. Later taught at Heliopolis University. 
After the Revolution became a technical adviser 
in the Prime Minister's Office, was Director- 
General of the Liberation Province Authority and a 
member of the Public Services Council.” Was 
appointed Director-General of the I.L.O. Produc¬ 
tivity Centre in 1955. Did post graduate studies in 
the United States and obtained a Doctorate at Har¬ 
vard. Studied productivity and work study methods 
in the United Kingdom in 1955. Was appointed 
Minister of Industry when the Ministry of Commerce 
and Industry was split on June 30, 1956. 

171. Hussein Sirry (Pasha) 

Son of Ismail Sirry Pasha. Studied at Cooper’s 
Hill. .A comp)etent engineer and a hard worker, had 
rapid advancement in his first fourteen years of 
Government service. When Assistant Under¬ 
secretary of Public Works in 1925 he at first was 
inclined to be unconciliatory towards British officials 
in the Ministry. Relegated by the Wafd to the 
Directorship-General. Survey iSepartment in 1926. 
Ran the Department well, and was brought back to 
the Ministry as Under-Secretary of State by 
Mohammed Mahmoud. The King’s desire to 
make him an Under-Secretary of State for 
Finance in 1928 was successfully resisted by 
Mohammed Mahmoud. Made a Pasha in the 
birthday honours. March 1936. Appointed Minister 
of Public Works in Mohammed Mahmoud’s Cabinet 
in December 1937. and retained the portfolio 
following the reshuffles in April (after the elections) 
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and in June 1938. Chairman of Anglo-Egyptian 
Union for 1938. Awarded the Grand Cordon of the 
Order of the Nile. Appointed Minister of War on 
January 18, 1939. and was not as co-operative as he 
might have been. Became Minister of Finance in 
Aly Maher’s Cabinet in August 1939. Appointed 
Minister of Public Works in Hassan Sabry’s 
Ministry in June 1940. Became Prime Minister, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and Minister of the 
Interior November 15, 1940. Broadened the basis 
of his Ministry in June 1941, when the presence of 
Axis forces on Egyptian soil constituted an 
immediale threat to Egypt, but failed to secure the 
co-operation of the Wafd. Reconstructed his 
Cabinet again in the following month, with Indepen¬ 
dent Constitutional-Liberal and Saadist elements in 
equal parts. Awarded the Grand Cordon of the 
Order of Mohamed Ali. 1941, Mainly as the result 
of the chaotic state of supplies and of its allegedly 
excessive subservience to British interests, his 
Government had, by the end of 1941, forfeited the 
confidence both of the Palace and of Parliament and 
Sirry’s decision to suspend relations with the Vichy 
Government in February' 1942 produced a conflict 
with the Palace which precipitated the Government s 
resignation. Made a Senator in 1942 and. after a 
period of inactivity, became associated in 1943 with 
the anti-Wafd discussions of the Opposition 
elements, although not associating with any single 
party. In the summer of 1945 he declined a tentatrve 
proposal by King Farouk that he should form a 
neutral Government to replace Nokrashi. Member 
of Egyptian Delegation for treaty negotiations 1946. 
Was one of the dissident members of the treaty 
delegation who signed the statement opposing the 
Bevin-Sidky proposals. November 1946. Accepted 
a very' large number of directorships in new 
companies and accumulated a very substantial 
income. Was recalled into political prominence 
when Ibrahim Abdel Hadi's Saadist-Liberal Govern¬ 
ment resigned in July 1949. After a decent show 
of reluctance and under strong Palace pressure he 
succeeded in forming a wide coalition Cabinet which 
included Wafdist Ministers on a par with Saadists 
and Liberals. Contrived to hold this quarrelsome 
combination together for just over three months but 
finally had to give up the effort when the W’afdist 
and non-Wafdist elements failed, after much 
wrangling, to agree on the projected legislation for 
a delimitation of parliamentary constituencies. 
Resigned in November but immediately formed a 
colourless Cabinet of public-spirited Independents 
for the purpose of conducting the general elections. 
In November 1949 was awarded the Collar of 
Fuad 1st. Resigned the premiership on the comple¬ 
tion of the general elections in January 1950 and 
almost immediately afterwards was appointed Chief 
of the Royal Cabinet. Resigned his seat in the 
Senate. Resigned from the post of Chief of the 
Royal Cabinet on April 3, 1950. On June 29, 1952. 
following the resignation of Al Hilali, he formed 
his fourth Government, which was aeain composed 
of colourless administrators, Kerim Tabet excepted. 
It fell after 3 weeks on the question of the appoint¬ 
ment of a Minister of War. the King’s refusal to 
accept General Neguib for that office leading 
directly to the coup d'Etat of July 23. 1952. Under 
the military regime kept very much in the back¬ 
ground. 

Pompous and conceited. Well disposed but 
lacking in courage. A sound administrator. 


172. Kamal Ramzy Stino 

Copt. Born in 1911, the eldest son of an irriga¬ 
tion inspector. Graduated from the Faculty of 
Agriculture, Cairo University in 1933 and obtained 
his Doctorate from California University. Apnointed 
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Professor of Agriculture at Cairo University. 
Appointed Minister of Supply and became the 
Coptic member of the Cabinet on March 28, 1956. 

Married and has two sons. Has a good knowledge 
of English and German. Is an amateur taxidermist. 


173. Karim Tabet (Pasha) 

Son of Khalil Tabet Bey, ex-editor of al 
Moqattam, he is of Lebanese origin and the product 
of the French Jesuit Missionary Schools. Made 
his debut as a journalist in his father’s paper, and 
in 1929 was selected by King Fuad to accompany 
him on his first official visit to Europe as unofficial 
court historian. This was a turning-point in Karim 
Tabet’s career as it gave him the entree to Kings and 
heads of State. Thereafter the interviews he had 
with the Duke of Windsor, Hitler, Mussolini and 
other prominent personalities established his 
reputation as a journalist. In 1936 he entered into 
a short-lived partnership with Mohamed Tabei and 
Mahmoud Abul Fath for the publication of 
al Misri, In 1945 King Farouk included him in his 
retinue when he visited King Ibn Saud. The 
selection of a Lebanese Christian to accompany the 
King of Egypt on a visit to the Holy Land of the 
Hedjaz aroused unfavourable comment. In the 
latter years of the war Karim Tabet’s remarkable 
abilities for retailing spicy gossip made him a 
favourite and boon companion of King Farouk, and 
the most influential member of His Majesty’s 
camarilla. In fact, he came to play behind the 
scenes the role which properly should have been 
that of the Chief of the Royal Cabinet. In 1947 
his position at Court was strengthened and outwardly 
regularised by the creation for him of the post of 
press counsellor to His Majesty. At the same time 
he was made adviser to the Egyptian State Broad¬ 
casting. Made a Pasha and awarded the Grand 
Cordon of the Order of Ismail in 1949. In May 
1950 a constitutional crisis arose when he was 
attacked in the Senate by Mustafa Marei Bey on 
account of a payment of £E. 5,000 made to him by 
the Al Moassat Hospital in Alexandria out of a 
Government grant of £E. 50,000 which he had 
manoeuvred for the hospital. When the Senators 
refused to drop the subject. King Farouk. regarding 
the demonstration as an attack upon himself, issued 
the Decrees of June 1950. which excluded most of 
the offending Senators. Although not one of those 
members of the Palace entourage called before the 
Parquet for investigation, he was popularly supposed 
to be involved in the Palestine war arms racketeering, 
a supposition which King Farouk rather piquantly 
confirmed by including him among the recipients of 
decorations (he received the Grand Cordon of the 
Nile) awarded to members of his entourage who 
were publicly whitewashed by the procurator- 
general in March 1951. Made Minister of State in 
the Sirry Cabinet of July 1952. Interned September 
1952 and released with other internees. Brought to 
trial for treason and corruption before the 
Revolution Tribunal October 1953, and sentenced 
to imprisonment with hard labour for life and 
forfeiture of his property. Released from prison in 
1955 but kept under house arrest. 

His wife, the attractive daughter of a Lebanese 
journalist, Selim Sarkis, was popularly supposed to 
have played a major part in her husband’s advance¬ 
ment. She was appointed First Lady-in-Waiting to 
the Queen—at a time when there was no Queen— 
in 1949. Has one daughter, born in 1943. Karim 
Tabet was an unpopular figure, both with his 
journalist colleagues and the country as a whole. 
His gifts as a raconteur made him good company. 
Utterly venal but not altogether unscrupulous. He 
owed everything to the Royal favour and financially 
made his hay while the sun shone. 


174. Sheikh Abdul Rahman Tag 

Born about 1896 at Assiut. Graduated from 
Al Azhar in 1923 and later joined the staff of the 
Faculty of Law. In 1936 he entered the Sorbonne. 
obtained a doctorate in 1942 and returned to Egypt 
in 1943. Rejoined the staff of Al Azhar and was 
later appointed Dean of the Religious Institute at 
Zagazig. In 1951 he was elected to the Council of 
the Ulema and represented the Hanafi rite on the 
Committee of Fetwas. Subsequently appointed 
Professor of Comparative Law at Ibrahim Univer¬ 
sity. Appointed member of the Constitution 
Drafting Committee, 1953. Appointed Rector of 
Al Azhar on January 7, 1954 in succession to the 
aged Sheikh Mohamed el Khadr Hussein, as part of 
a general reshuffle of the senior posts of Al Azhar. 
Coming from the same part of the country as 
Sheikh al Baqouri (^.v.) he was generally regarded 
as the latter’s nominee. 

Considered to be a modernist, and a man of 
progressive ideas, but is a moderate. Of an 
essentially scholarly disposition, he has always 
avoided politics. He wishes to develop Al Azhar 
as a modern university. Of a retiring, calm and 
modest nature. 

Married to a daughter of the late Sheikh Ali Idris 
of Al Azhar, and has seven children. Speaks 
competent French. 


175. Major Tahawi 

Born about 1920. Member of the Free Officers 
Movement. He. and Major Toeima (qsX came into 
prominence early in 1954 when they successfully 
oiganised the Trade Unions in support of Nasser 
against Neguib. Later appointed Deputy Secretary- 
General of the Liberation Rally. 

He and Major Toeima were inseparables in the 
early days. But their relations became strained in 
1955 apparently following allegations that they were 
guilty of abuse of influence. 

Of a quiet disposition. Personally friendly. 
Speaks English. 


176. Mohammed Taber (Pasha) 

Born about 1895. Son of a former Turkish 
Minister at Stockholm and of the late Princess 
Emina Ismail, sister of the late King Fuad. German 
educated. Technically a deserter from the Turkish 
Army during the war of 1914-18, in Switzerland, 
he became an Egyptian subject partly to regularise 
his military position. Was useful to, and much used 
by. King Fuad, who secured him the presidency of 
the Royal Automobile and Royal Aero Clubs. 
When Adly Yeghen Pasha died in 1933, the King 
imposed Taher, who was not even a member of the 
committee, upon the Mohammed Ali Club as 
president. He was. not unnaturally, unpopular. His 
close contact with the German Legation, as well as 
with the Palace, made him a rather dangerous 
person, the more so as he ingratiated himself with 
Europeans under cover of his connexions with 
sport. In foreign and Egyptian circles he made no 
secret of his dislike for all things English. 
Endeavoured, about 1934. to bring in German 
aeroplanes for Misr Airwork, of which he was a 
director. Appointed president of the Egyptian 
National Sports Committee in 1934. Was heavily 
engaged in promoting German air penetration into 
Egypt, particularly through the formation of the 
Horus (Tompany of Aviation, nominally Egyptian, 
but backed by Germany. Awarded the (jrand 
Cordon of the Order of ’smail, 1936. He later 
showed signs of being more friendly to us. Raised 
and commanded the Cairo Special Constabulary* 
During the war he was generally regarded as a 
leading pro-German element in Cairo. The danger 
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to security of his “ Special Police ” activities 
decided the Government to intern him in July 
1942. Released from internment by Ahmed Maher 
in 1944 after resigning from the presidency of the 
National Sports Committee on our insistance. 
Succeeded the late Prince Omar Toussoun as 
president of the Royal Agricultural Society, 1944. 
Nominated Senator, May 1946. In 1950 and 1951, 
sponsored, at great financial loss, visits to Cairo of 
the Vienna and Berlin Philharmonic Orchestras. 
Deprived of his property as a member of the 
Mohamed Aly family in November 1953. 

A dapper little man with a monocle. Speaks 
almost perfect French, German and English. 


177, Nur ed Din Ali Tarraf 

Born 1910. A Doctor of Medicine and vice- 
president of the Syndicate of Doctors. A former 
deputy and at one time a contributor to the Amin 
brothers’ newspapers. Politically an extreme 
Nationalist. A leader of student disturbances in 
1935, and a member of the Wafdist Students’ 
Committee and of the Council of the Egyptian 
University Union. In 1941 a propagandist for the 
Nabil Abbas Halim amongst the students. In 1950 
dismissed from the Watanist Party. In 1951 took 
a violently nationalistic and demagogic line on the 
occasion of the abrogation. In 1952 joined the 
Fellah Society.” Minister of Municipal Affairs in 
Ali Maher’s one-day Cabinet of September 5, 1952. 
Retained as Minister of Public Health in Neguib’s 
Cabinet of September 7, 1952 and survived the 
reshuffles of 1953 and the spring of 1954, and 
subsequent changes. 

A sincere and practical reformer. In spite of his 
strong nationalism, is personally friendly. A good 
tennis player. 


178. Abdel Fattah £1 Tawil (Pasha) 

Trained as a lawyer, was bdtonnier of the 
Alexandria Native Bar, before his appointment as 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Palace 
Affairs in 1936. Minister of Public Health in 
Nahas’s fourth Ministry, August to December, 1937. 
Appointed Minister of Health in the fifth Nahas 
Cabinet and transferred to Communications when 
Nahas reconstructed his Cabinet in May 1942. 
Awarded title of Pasha, May 1942. Relinquished 
office on the fall of the Nahas Cabinet, (Detober 
1944. Appointed Minister of Justice in the 
Wafdist Cabinet which took office after the general 
elections of January 1950. Old age, ill-health and 
a testy character led him to offer his resignation on 
a number of occasions, particularly in connexion 
with his disputes with Mohamed Azmi, the 
procurator-general, over the conduct of the arms 
scandal investigations 1950-51. In the event, it was 
the procurator-general who was dismissed in April 
1951. Deprived of political rights for ten years by 
decision of the Council for the Revolutionary 
Command on April 14, 1954. 

Speaks English and has a genial manner, but does 
not frequent the cosmopolitan society of Cairo. 


179. Major Toeima 

Born about 1920. Member of the Free Officers 
Movement, He and Major Tahawi (qr.v.), came into 
prominence early in 1954, when they successfully 
organised the Trade Unions in support of Nasser 
against Neguib. Later appointed Head of the Trade 
Unions Section of the Liberation Rally. Tried hard 
to form an Arab Confederation of Trade Unions 
under Egyptian domination, 

A burly figure. Personally not unfriendly. Speaks 
excellent English. 


180. Colonel Mahmoud Yoones 

Born in Cairo in 1911. Obtained a Commission 
in the Engineering Corps of the Egyptian Army. 
Was at the Staff College at the same time as Colonel 
Nasser. Fought in the Palestine war and taught at 
the Staff College until 1952. After the coup dEtat 
was Director of Technical Affairs at the Secretariat 
of the Revolution Command Council. Specialised 
in p)etroleum affairs and became Adviser on Mineral 
Wealth at the Ministry of Commerce and Industry. 
Managing Director of the Government Refinery and 
Government representative on the Board of Anglo- 
Egyptian Oil Fields. Also appointed head of the 
Oil Pipeline Administration in the Ministry of 
Indus^. After the Anglo-French military interven¬ 
tion in November 1956 became Controller of 
Petroleum. 

Very able. Westernised and polite but ungetat- 
able. Sensitive but personally not unfriendly. 


181. Mourad Wahba (Pasha) 

Born about 1880. Copt. Brother of Sadek 
Wahba (q.v.). Served as a judge of the Court of 
Cassation. Appointed Minister of Agriculture, in 
December 1937 by Mohammed Mahmoud’s 
Cabinet. Transferred to Ministry of Commerce and 
Industry on reconstitution of Mahmoud’s Cabinet in 
April 1938, following new elections. Awarded the 
Grand Cordon of the Order of the Nile. Dropped 
by Mahmoud when he broadened the basis of his 
Ministry by appointment of Saadists. Appointed 
to the board of directors of Banque Misr, May 1945. 
Member of the Coptic Maglis Milli, 1950. 

He is quiet and unassuming, but popular in a very 
wide circle, both Egyptian and foreign. His Coptic 
wife was educated in England at Cheltenham 
College, and his children were brought up by an 
excellent English governess, whom they treated 
extremely well and who had the highest opinion of 
them. One of the best types of Egyptian official. 


182. Sadek Wahba (Pasha) 

Born about 1885. A Copt, son of Yusuf Wahba 
Pasha, an ex-Prime Minister. Served in the Mixed 
Parquet at Alexandria, in the Palace as Chamberlain, 
and as director-general in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs. Appointed Minister at Brussels in February 
1925. and returned there, after a brief stay at Athens, 
in 1928. Appointed to Rome in June 1930. 
Minister of Agriculture in Aly Maher’s Cabinet, 
January to May 1936. Nominated Senator, May 
1946. A member of the Coptic Maglis Milli, 1950. 

Held a number of directorships and was in 
particular vice-chairman of Beida Dyers, the local 
Bradford Dyers’ Association Company. A man of 
moderate ability, polite, vain and of friendly 
disposition. Talkative and inquisitive, and a tedious 
companion. A hard worker, but a formalist and a 
waster of time. Talks both French and English 
well and likes to associate with Europeans. 


183. Ali Amin Yehia (Pasha) 

Son of the late Emine Yehia Pasha. Educated 
locally and at Harvard. One of Alexandria’s 
leading business magnates. President of the 
Alexandria Egyptian Chamber of Commerce and 
the International Chamber of Navigation. Chairman 
and managing director of the Alexandria Navigation 
Company. Involved with Farghaly {q.w) in the 
cotton scandal of 1950. Struck up a friendship with 
Gamal Salem (g.v.) and professed sympathy with the 
military regime. 
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184. Amba Youssab 

Born about 1878. Entered the Coptic Monastery 
of Deir Antonius in 1895 and was ordained in 1896. 
Became a canon ('"kommos”) in 1901. Was then 
sent by his monastery to study comparative religion 
in a theological college in Athens and there 
acquired a good knowledge of Greek. Appointed 
supervisor of the Coptic Monastery at Jaffa in 1905, 
where he remained for four years, after which he 
was appointed general administrator of the Coptic 
Monasteries in Palestine. On his return to Egypt, 
was consecrated Bishop of Girga in 1920. In 1929 
he accompanied the late Patriarch, Amba Yoannes. 
on his visit to the Abyssinian Church, and later 
represented the Patriarch at the Coronation of 
Haile Selassie. Was acting Patriarch in 1935 during 
the absence of Amba Yoannes in Europe. On the 
death of Amba Yoannes in 1942 Amba Youssab 
was selected to be locum tertens pending the election 
of a new incumbent. He was himself a candidate 
for the patriarchate and enjoyed the support of the 
educated upper-class elements in the Coptic 
community. The election was delayed largely as a 
result of dissensions between the Coptic Community 
Council and the reactionary clerical elements, and 
did not take place until February 1944. Shortly 
before the election the pro-reform elements of the 
Maglis Milli, fearing that Amba Youssab might be 
too weak to further their schemes for reforming the 
Coptic monasteries, switched their support to Amba 
Makarius. Bishop of Assiout. who was elected by a 
substantial majority. Locum tenens after the death 
of Amba Makarius in 1945, he was elected Coptic 
Patriarch on May 10. 1946. This election was 
notable for the fact that an Ethiopian Delegation 
participated for the first time. In 1948 he eventually 
agreed to consecrate five Ethiopian monks to serve 
as bishops in the Ethiopian Coptic Church. It was 
stated at the time that this partial concession to the 
Emperor’s demands was to some extent the result 
of pressure brought to bear by the late Nokrashi 
Pasha, then Prime Minister, in the interest of good 
relations between Ethiopia and Egypt. In 1950. the 
old quarrel between the clerics and the reformist 
elements of the lay community about the control of 
the monastic Wakfs flared up again, and the 
Minister of the Interior had to intervene between the 
Patriarch and Dr. Miniawi (( 7 .v.) leader of the latter 
group. A nev/ election still gave the reform group 
control of the Maglis Milli and left the Patriarch 
fretfully at odds with its vice-president. Dr. Miniawi, 
who then resigned. Kidnapped and held for a few 
days in July 1954 by some young Coptic extremists. 
In September agreed to the formation of a Com¬ 
mittee of three Bishops to assist in administration. 
Quarrels continued and in June 1955 the Govern¬ 
ment susp)ended the elections for the Maglis Milli 
and set up a nominated body. In September, on the 
request of the Maglis and of the Holy Synod (but 
not in full session), the Government relieved him of 
his functions, banished him to a monastery and 
appointed a Council of three Bishops to assume his 
functions. The Coptic Church in Ethiopia continued 
to recognise him and partly as a result of represen¬ 
tations from Addis Ababa he was allowed to return 
and to reside in Cairo. 

A tough, likeable old man, personally well- 
disposed. Courageous in the defence of his com¬ 
munity’s interests but an obstacle to reform. 

Underwent a successful operation in October 
1953, for the removal of an abscess from his side. 


185. Mohamed Hassan Youssef (Pasha) 

Served for several years in the Egyptian 
Diplomatic Service but was employed in a 
comparatively minor post in the Anglo-Egyptian 
censorship during the 1939-45 war. Was chosen by 


Hassanein in 1943 to be Assistant Chief of the 
Royal Cabinet. Was Acting Chief of the Royal 
Cabinet for a period of nearly a year after the 
resignation from that post of Ibrahim Abdel Hadi 
in 1948. Showed himself to be friendly and 
generally speaking, receptive, but lacked the 
political flair and independence of mind that was 
needed to exert a salutary influence on King Farouk 
or to guide the policy of the Palace along any other 
channels than those chosen by his Royal master. 
Was again appointed Acting Chief of the Royal 
Cabinet upon Sirry’s resignation on April 3, 1950. 
Awarded the Grand Cordon of the Order of the 
Nile, May 1951. His post was abolished under the 
military regime. 

Speaks English and French well and both he and 
his wife are quite at home in European society. 


186. Mohamed Farid Zaalouk (Pasha) 

Lawyer. Student leader in the days of Zaghlul 
and an active Wafdist until Hilali appointed him 
Minister of Propaganda in his Cabinet of March 1, 
to July 2, 1952. Made a Pasha in May 1952. Was 
a Minister of Commerce and Industry in Hilali’s 
one-day Cabinet immediately preceding the militar>' 
coup d'Etat of July 23, 1952. 


187. Dr. Ahmed Zaki 

Born 1897. Educated in the Higher Training 
College, Cairo and at Nottingham. Liverpool, 
Manchester and London Universities. Was at one 
time Professor of Chemistry at the Faud I 
University, Cairo. Appointed Minister for Social 
Affairs in the Sirry Cabinet, from July 2-22, 1952. 
Appointed Rector of Cairo University in 1953. But 
was replaced in the following year by Dr. Mohamed 
Kamel Moursi (^.v.). 

Though primarily a scientist, he was well known 
for his mastery of the Arabic language. Member 
of the Arab Academy. Married to an English wife. 


188. Dr. Hamad Zaki (Pasha) 

Born 1905. Studied law and political economy 
and obtained a doctorate in law in Paris. Returned 
to Egypt to become Professor of Law in Cairo 
University. In 1938 was appointed Dean of the 
School of Law in Bagdad and remained there for 
one year. Was one of the younger elements 
introduced into the Wafdist Cabinet for their 
technical abilities in January 1950, when he was 
appointed Minister of State without portfolio. Was 
regarded as one of the “ progressive ” Wafdist 
Ministers owing to his appointment to his friendship 
with Neguib, A1 Hilali and Dr. Ziiki Abdel Motaal 
who was an intimate school and university friend. 
When the latter fell foul of Serag-el-Din, it was 
expected that Hamed 2^ki would share his fate. 
He cut adrift from Zaki Abdel Motaal however and 
came to terms with Serag-el-Din. In the Cabinet 
reshuffle of November 1950, he became Minister of 
National Economy, with a vague mandate to take 
over general economic planning. Nominated 
Senator. February 1950. Acting Minister of 
Finance during Serag-el-Din’s vacation in Europe, 
July-August 1951. Deprived of political rights for 
ten years by decision of the Council for the 
Revolutionary Command on April 14, 1954. 

Dropped from the Cabinet in the reshuffle of 
Seotember 1951. 

Speaks English and French and is married to a 
cultured wife who also speaks French. Combines 
marked intellectual powers with a strong will and 
a remarkable memop^ for detail, and holds 
tenaciously to any position which he has taken up 
in an argument. Has a hearty and friendly manner. 
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Obituary 

Abdel Kader Auda. 

Mahmoud Azmy (Bey). 

Dr. Helmy Bahgat Badawi. 

Mahmoud Fakri (Pasha), C.B.E. 

Sheikh Mohamed Farghali. 

Abdel Salam Fahmi Gomaa (Pasha). 
Mahmoud Ghazali (Pasha), C.B.E. 
Alphcn-e Greiss (Bey). 

Dr. Mohamed Hussein Heikal (Pasha). 
Guindy Abdel Malek. 

Radi Abu Seif Radi (Pasha), C.B.E. 
Hassan Fahmy Rifaat (Pasha), K.C.M.G. 


II.—Foreign Personalities: Non-British and 
Non-Egyptian 

189. Cozzika, Theodore P. 

Greek. Born about 1895. Director of the Bank 
of Athens and several other companies. President 
of the Greek Community in Cairo and of the Greek 
Chamber of Commerce. Cairo. The family have 
been long established in Egypt, are very wealthy and 
have contributed much to the welfare of the Greek 
Community. 

190. Empain, Baron Edouard 

Belgian. Succeeded his cousin as President of 
several large companies in Cairo, including the Cairo 
Electric Railways and Heliopolis Oasis Company, 
Egyptian Hotels. Limited, and La Societe Beige 
Electrail, and married his cousin’s widow. He is 
friendly but retiring. Visits Egypt twice a year. 

191. Gasche, Linus 

Swiss. Resident in Alexandria. Chairman of the 
Filature Nationale d’Egypte and two other textile 
companies. President of the Swiss Chamber of 
Commerce. Starting from practically nothing has 
made a large fortune and is now the leading foreign 
textile industrialist. Has mellowed with success and 
is friendly. His son, Robert, married in 1948 a 
granddaughter of the late King of Italy. 

192. Jacquet, Maurice 

Belgian. Born about 1895. For many years was 
legal adviser to the .Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
The last of a long line of Belgian lawyers in the 
service of the Egyptian Government. After ceasing 
to work actively in this capacity he took on the job 
of training young Egyptian diplomats in the social 
graces, a task that took him and his pupils from 
Groppi’s tea-rooms to the hotels of Luxor. Polite 
and friendly, but has mixed little in society, being 
careful to accept invitations only from Egyptians. 
Even his new job did not bring him much more into 
the open. 

193. Kuentz, Charles 

French. Dirccteur de Tlnstitut Frangais 
d’Archeologie Orientale. President de I’Alliance 
Fran^aise. Runs the Institut well, though with 
exceptionally tight control of the finances. Is 
learned, cultured and agreeable, but very unp>opular 
with the French colony and officials in Cairo. 

194. Mosseri, Felix N. 

Italian. Born in 1898. Resident in Cairo. 
Managing-director of the Tractor and Engineering 
Company in which Cory Brothers of Cardiff have 
a large interest. Director of the Banque Mosseri 


and three other companies. President of the Italian 
Chamber of Commerce. The family has been 
established in Egypt for some time and the younger 
members had some contact with the Palace. 

195. Pathy, Ladislas Polnauer 

Oi Hungarian origin. Resident in Alexandria. 
Director of the Alexandria Navigation Company and 
other companies. Though of Jewish extraction he 
was the main support of Ali Amin Yehia (^.v.) 
especially in shipping matters, and wields wide 
influence. Was honorary Hungarian Consul, but 
helped the Allied cause during the war. Having 
failed to be accepted for British nationality, he 
acquired American citizenship. 

' A self-made man. A convert to Catholicism and 
married to a Hungarian Catholic of good family. 

196. Salvago, Constantine M. 

Greek. Born in 1902. Resident in Alexandria. 
Managing-director of Salvago and Company, cotton 
exporters. Director of the Filature Nationale 
d’Egypte and numerous other companies. Vice- 
president of the Greek Chamber of Commerce and 
of the Greek Community in Alexandria. As a 
Venizelist he was subjected to some criticism by 
the Greek Royal entourage during the war, and 
during the civil war he was said to hold Leftist 
views. He is now, however, regarded as a firm 
supporter of the monarchy in Greece. 


Appendix 

Cabinet Changes since April 18, 1954 
September 7, 1954 

Wing Commander Gamal Salem; appointed 
Deputy Prime Minister. 

Maitre Fathy Radwan; Minister of Commnica- 
tions (vice Wing Commander Gamal Salem). 

Lieutenant-Colonel Hussein Mohamed El Shafei; 
Minister of Social Affairs (vice Major Kamel- 
Eddin Hussein). 

Major Kamel-Eddin Hussein; Minister of Educa¬ 
tion (vice Mohamed Awad Mohamed). 

Major-General Abdel Hakim Ali Amer; Minister 
of War and Marine (vice Lieutenant-Colonel Hus¬ 
sein Mohamed El Shafei). 

Dr. Abdel Moneim el Kaisuny; Minister of 
Finance (vice Dr. Abdel Hamid El-Sherif). 

Lieutenant-Colonel Anwar Sadat; Minister of 
State. 

February 8, 1954 

Wing Commander Hassan Ibrahim; Minister of 
State for Production (retaining portfolio of Minister 
of State for Republican Affairs). 

March 20, 1955 

Ahmed Khairat Said; Deputy Minister for Foreign 
Affairs. 

June 29, 1955 

Mohamed Abu Nuseir; Minister of Commerce 
and Industry (vice Hassan Marei). 

Auitust 31, 1955 
Major Saleh Salem; resigned. 

November 3, 1955 

Maitre Fathy Radwan; Minister of National 
Guidance (vice Major Salah Salem). 

Wing Commander Gamal Salem: Minister of 
Communications (vice Fathy Radwan). 
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March 28, 1956 

Eh-. Kamal Ramzy Stino; Minister of Supply 
(vice Guindy Abdel Malek, deceased). 

June 30, 1956 

Posts of Deputy Prime Minister (Wing Com¬ 
mander Gamal Salem) and Minister of State for 
Production (Wing Commander Hassan Ibrahim) 
abolished. 

Dr. Moustafa Khalil; Minister of Communica- 
tons (vice Wing Commander Gamal Salem). 

Wing Commander Abdel Latif Mahmoud 
Bakhdadi; Minister of State for Planning (new post), 
retaining portfolio of Municipal and Rural Affairs. 


Said Marei; Minister of State for Agrarian 
Reform (new post). 

Dr. Aziz Sidky; Ministry of Industry (new post 
following the division of the old Ministry of Com¬ 
merce and Industry) (vice Abu Nuseir, who retained 
Ministry of Commerce). 

Brigadier Abdel Fattah Hassan; Deputy Minister 
for Foreign Affairs (vice Ahmed Khairat Said). 


December, 1956 

Wing Commander Abdel Latif Mahmoud 
Baghdadi; Minister for Port Said Affairs. 








































